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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker 
who wishes to access this instructive material to turn? The Koren Talmud 
Bavli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to those 
questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated editor-in-chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and copy editors, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that 
possesses all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


To date we have completed the orders of Zera’im and Moed. Our work has 
been enthusiastically received by a broad and diverse audience. Particularly 
gratifying is the fact that many have chosen to use our text as the basis for 
the group study of Talmud. We appreciate the comments and suggestions 
from our readers the world over and are committed to improving future 
editions of the Koren Talmud Bavli on the basis of that input. Indeed, a 
second edition of our first volume, Berakhot, has already been released, 
incorporating much of the advice brought to our attention by our readers. 
We encourage you to continue to advise us of your experience with our 
work. 


Nazir is the ninteenth volume of this project. It includes the entire original 
text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna edi- 
tion of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text with 
the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also 
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provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon 
the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues ofthis edition are the qualities ofits graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size 
block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers 
can focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding 
to the next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease 
the visual task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features 
of the Hebrew edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced 
in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation ofhis 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5775 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the Mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term /eil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rabbi Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While 
explaining often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting 
the reader to study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the 
reader's place. We have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the 
Koren Talmud Bavii. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privilege 
and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor; and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors, and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be over- 
looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora Ifrah. 
On the Koren side: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, 
Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. 
Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Nazir 


Tractate Nazir is located in the order of Nashim, usually after tractate Nedarim and 
before tractate Sota. The content of the tractate is not directly related to the order 
of Nashim, and the Gemara (2a) discusses this problem. However, since the passage 
in the Torah that speaks of the nazirite (Numbers, chapter 6) is juxtaposed to the 
passage in the Torah that speaks of a woman suspected by her husband of having 
been unfaithful [sota] (Numbers, chapter 5), tractate Nazir was similarly placed next 
to tractate Sota in the Mishna. The entire tractate deals with the halakhot ofa nazirite 
and with some of the halakhot of vows, offerings, and ritual purity and impurity. 


A nazirite vow is a special form of a vow that one accepts upon himself. It obligates 
him in the rules and regulations established for a nazirite in the Torah. As with 
other types of vows, one might take a nazirite vow for a variety of reasons, e.g., to be 
absolved of a sin or to express gratitude to God for His kindness. Alternatively, one 
might take a nazirite vow in order to merit divine favor as one makes a request of God, 
or one might take the vow out of anger or spite. At its best, when accepted with pure 
intentions, naziriteship is considered a way to achieve holiness, as the Torah states: 
“All the days of his naziriteship he is holy to the Lord” (Numbers 6:8). 


The term nazirite [nazir] refers to one who abstains [ mitnazer | from certain actions. 
It also alludes to the uncut hair of the nazirite, which is comparable to a crown [nezer] 
(see Numbers 6:7). Although the Torah never establishes a general prohibition 
against becoming ritually impure or drinking wine, abstaining from these actions is 
considered a prerequisite for holiness, as demonstrated by the fact that it is prohib- 
ited for one to enter the Temple courtyard after drinking wine or while in a state of 
ritual impurity. Additionally, because of their inherent sanctity, priests are prohibited 
from becoming impure through contact with a corpse. A nazirite, who voluntarily 
accepts these prohibitions, is considered to have temporarily elevated himself to a 
status similar to that of a priest.” 


A nazirite is called “a nazirite of God” (Judges 13:5), and the verse praises the Jewish 
people by saying (Amos 2:11): “And I raised up of your sons for prophets, and of your 
young men for nazirites” (see Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:14). The Rab- 
bis differ with regard to their appraisal of naziriteship. Though according to all it is 
considered praiseworthy to abstain from contracting impurity and from inebriation, 
according to some it is considered a transgression to entirely prohibit oneself from 
becoming impure or from drinking wine. Additionally, sometimes people became 
nazirites due to ulterior motives or out of spite, and at times nazirites would regret 
ever having taken a nazirite vow. Under these circumstances, the observance of 
naziriteship is not considered praiseworthy. 


The main halakhot of a nazirite are stated explicitly in the Torah. A nazirite is prohib- 


ited from cutting his hair, eating or drinking anything originating from a grapevine, 
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and becoming ritually impure through contact with a corpse. When he completes the 
term of his naziriteship, he brings a sheep as a burnt-offering, a ewe as a sin-offering, 
and a ram as a peace-offering, along with unleavened loaves and unleavened wafers. 
Afterward, he is released from the restrictions of naziriteship. If a nazirite became 
impure through contact with a corpse during his term of naziriteship, then after com- 
pleting the standard purification process of sprinkling on the third and seventh days 
and immersing in a ritual bath, he shaves his hair and on the eighth day brings two 
doves or pigeons, one for a sin-offering and the other for a burnt-offering, and a sheep 
in its first year as a guilt-offering. He then must begin his term of naziriteship anew. 


As with most of the halakhot recorded in the Torah, even the halakhot that are 
explicitly delineated in the Torah with regard to naziriteship do not provide guidance 
for every scenario that could arise when one attempts to implement these halakhot 
practically. This tractate attempts to explain and clarify the halakhot of naziriteship 
as they apply in practice. 


One of the main topics of this tractate is the clarification of the ways in which the 
halakhot of naziriteship conform to or deviate from the general halakhot of vows. As 
explained earlier, acceptance of naziriteship is a form ofa vow. There is no obligation 
to become a nazirite, and naziriteship takes effect only when one willingly takes a 
nazirite vow. However, unlike a standard vow, the guidelines that pertain to one who 
takes this vow are not up to the discretion of the individual. The rules that apply to 
a nazirite have already been determined by the Torah. Therefore, one who takes a 
nazirite vow is bound by all of the halakhot incumbent upon a nazirite, even if he 
states that he is accepting only some of them. However, the duration of the period 
for which he becomes a nazirite is up to his discretion, provided that it is no less 
than thirty days. 


Tractate Nazir also addresses the language that effects a nazirite vow. When one 
accepts naziriteship using clear and precise language, the halakha is clear. However, 
sometimes the wording that one uses is so ambiguous and confusing that it must 
be clarified whether the statement is considered a nazirite vow and how long the 
term of naziriteship will last. Sometimes, one takes a vow using substitutes for the 
language of nazirite vows, e.g., by saying the word nazik instead of nazir, or using 
intimations of nazirite vows. In these cases, it must be clarified which expressions 
obligate the speaker in a nazirite vow. Similarly, the implication of one’s statement 
must be determined in cases where it is not clear whether the speaker accepted upon 
himself a nazirite vow or a different vow, or where he accepted upon himself a partial 
term of naziriteship. Sometimes, one accepts a nazirite vow conditionally, because of 
a mistake, as a result of outside intervention, or to demonstrate that he is telling the 
truth in a different context. In all of these cases, it is necessary to determine whether 
one has become a nazirite. 


Although the Torah explicitly states the restrictions that apply to a nazirite, there 
are halakhot pertaining to naziriteship that were transmitted via oral tradition. One 
of these traditions is that an unspecified term of naziriteship lasts for thirty days, 
which is the minimum term of naziriteship. Another is that one can become a per- 
manent nazirite, in which case he is a nazirite forever but may trim his hair once a 
year. Additionally, one can become a nazirite like the judge Samson, whereby one 
is a nazirite for his entire life but with unique halakhot. It is permitted for him to 
become impure through contact with a corpse but prohibited for him ever to cut 
his hair or drink wine. 
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These halakhot lead to questions concerning one who took a nazirite vow obligating 
himself in partial periods of naziriteship, e.g., half of a term of naziriteship or nazirite- 
ship for one hour. They also lead to questions pertaining to a situation where one 
took several nazirite vows simultaneously. Additionally, the Gemara must clarify 
the practical differences between a permanent nazirite; one who takes upon himself 
a term of naziriteship that will, in practice, last for the duration of his lifetime; and 
one who takes a vow whereby he is obligated in continuous, consecutive terms of 
naziriteship. 


Another unique halakha of nazirite vows relates to minors. The halakha is that a father, 
and only a father, can obligate his son in a vow of naziriteship. Additionally, a minor 
who is close to the age of majority can take a nazirite vow and become a nazirite. 


The prohibitions specified in the Torah as pertaining to a nazirite require elabora- 
tion and explanation. The Torah specifies that “all the days of his vow of naziriteship 
no razor shall come upon his head” (Numbers 6:5). However, it must be clarified 
whether this prohibition applies only to one who shaves off all his hair with a razor, 
as with the prohibition against removing one’s beard, or if it applies to any removal 
of hair. Similarly, it is necessary to clarify how much hair one must remove in order 
to be liable to receive lashes. The tractate clarifies the circumstances in which one is 
liable to receive lashes, and whether it is only the nazirite who is liable or also one 
who cuts the nazirite’s hair. Additionally, a variety of circumstances could result in 
the nazirite’s hair being cut. This could occur because the nazirite intentionally or 
accidentally had his hair cut or because he was obligated for a separate reason to 
shave his hair. The question then becomes whether a nazirite can complete his term 
of naziriteship with his hair shaven. 


It is prohibited for a nazirite to eat anything that is “made of the grapevine” (Numbers 
6:4), although the prohibition primarily applies to drinking wine. This is supported 
by the language of the Torah: “He shall abstain from wine and strong drink” (Num- 
bers 6:3), and: “And after that the nazirite may drink wine” (Numbers 6:20). It is 
necessary to clarify whether this prohibition applies to all or only parts of the grape 
and what quantity the nazirite has to ingest of each part or combination of different 
parts of the grape to violate this prohibition. Another question that arises is with 
regard to the status of a mixture of grape products and other foods. 


It is prohibited for a nazirite to contract ritual impurity from a corpse. If he does 
become impure, whether intentionally or unintentionally, the days of his term of 
naziriteship that he already observed are void and he must begin his term anew. 
Ritual impurity is imparted not only through touching a corpse, but also from car- 
rying a corpse without direct contact or by standing under the same structure as a 
corpse. Even parts of an incomplete corpse, such as limbs, bones, blood, and skin, 
impart ritual impurity. An individual also becomes impure by touching certain items 
after they have made contact with a corpse. The Gemara clarifies when a nazirite 
becomes impure in a manner that negates his term of naziriteship and when his 
term is not negated despite his impurity. Additionally, the Gemara discusses whether 
there are unique circumstances where even a nazirite is obligated to become ritually 
impure from a corpse. 


It is explained in the Torah that if a nazirite becomes ritually impure, the days 
of naziriteship that he has already observed are negated. The Gemara discusses 
whether or not this halakha is equally true throughout the entire term of nazirite- 
ship. The Gemara also discusses whether this is unique to the prohibition against 
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becoming impure from a corpse, or whether it also applies to one who violates the 
other prohibitions of naziriteship. There is also a discussion concerning one who 
becomes impure after his term of naziriteship is completed but before he has brought 
the requisite offerings, which release him from nazirite restrictions. The Gemara also 
raises a question as to whether one who is ritually impure can take a nazirite vow and 
when such a vow would take effect. The Gemara also discusses the halakha in situa- 
tions where a nazirite violates one of the prohibitions of naziriteship multiple times. 


For a variety of reasons, a situation could arise where a nazirite never completed his 
term of naziriteship. This could occur if a husband nullified the nazirite vow of his 
wife, or a nazirite vow was dissolved by a Sage, or if the nazirite died before complet- 
ing his term of naziriteship. In these situations, if the nazirite had already designated 
money or animals for his offerings, many questions arise with regard to the status of 
these items. The many halakhot in these cases are dependent on the manner in which 
the nazirite set aside his offering, whether he set aside only money or the animals 
themselves, and if he set aside animals, whether he specified which offering each 
animal was intended for or if he set them aside without specification. Additionally, 
the Gemara discusses whether a nazirite may use animals for his offerings after they 
were designated by another nazirite for his offerings. 


This tractate addresses the principle halakhot of the offerings brought by both a 
nazirite who became impure and a nazirite who completed his term of naziriteship. 
However, many of the details relevant to the offerings are discussed in tractates 
Zevahim and Menahot, which deal more generally with the halakhot of offerings. 


It should be noted that the commentary printed on the inside column of the Vilna 
Talmud for tractate Nazir is not the commentary of Rashi but a commentary of 
unknown authorship, which is referred to here as the Commentary on Nazir. 


Tractate Nazir contains nine chapters. Some of the chapters deal with one clearly 
defined topic. Others deal with several issues, some of which are spread out over 
several chapters. 


Chapter One deals with the language of nazirite vows, including substitutes for 
nazirite vows, intimations of nazirite vows, nazirite vows for unspecified lengths of 
time, and vows that specify short or extensive periods of naziriteship. It also addresses 
the halakhot of a permanent nazirite and a nazirite like Samson. The chapter also 
addresses manners in which one can take a vow by extending the forbidden status 
of a forbidden item. 


Chapter Two discusses the level of intent that is required to accept naziriteship upon 
oneself, cases where it is uncertain if the vow is considered a nazirite vow, and situ- 
ations where different terms of naziriteship overlap. 


Chapter Three deals primarily with how impurity negates naziriteship. It discusses 
when ritual impurity obliterates the entire period observed by the nazirite, when it 
prevents naziriteship from taking effect, and the negation of a term of naziriteship 
because of the impurity decreed upon lands outside of Eretz Yisrael. 


Chapter Four discusses taking a nazirite vow by extending the prohibition of particu- 
lar items that are already forbidden. It also addresses the dissolution ofa nazirite vow 
and the question of what is done with animals that a nazirite designated as offerings 
but that were never sacrificed. The chapter also discusses the halakha that a father 
can obligate his son in a vow of naziriteship and the halakha that a son inherits the 
nazirite offerings of his father. 
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Chapter Five deals with statements that constitute nazirite vows or that declare items 
consecrated, when the statements were made mistakenly, conditionally, or due to 
uncertainty. 


Chapter Six compares and contrasts the different prohibitions incumbent upon a 
nazirite, primarily the prohibitions against drinking wine and becoming impure 
from a corpse. It also compares and contrasts the halakhot of the process whereby a 
nazirite shaves and brings offerings at the completion of his term of naziriteship to 
those of the process by which he shaves and brings offerings if he becomes impure 
from a corpse. 


Chapter Seven deals with the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, as 
pertains to a nazirite. 


Chapter Eight deals with individuals whose status as a nazirite is uncertain and 
discusses how they fulfill their vows. 


Chapter Nine discusses who can become a nazirite and uncertainties that exist with 
regard to different types of ritual impurity. 


NOTES 
1. The Meiri places it after tractate Sota, in accordance with the order of the passages in the Torah. 


2. See the mishna on 47a, which compares a nazirite to a priest. 
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Speak to the children of Israel and say to them: When 
either a man or a woman shall clearly utter a vow, the 
vow of a nazirite, to consecrate himself to the Lord. 


(Numbers 6:2) 


In order for a nazirite vow to take effect, one must “clearly utter a vow, the vow of a 
nazirite, to consecrate himself to the Lord.” This chapter identifies problems that arise 
with terminology used in making such declarations. The many details in this chapter 
can be divided into two categories: First, issues related to clarifying the terms one 
might use to take a nazirite vow; and second, the meaning of different expressions 
used to describe the duration of the term of naziriteship or to accept multiple terms 
of naziriteship at once. 


With regard to the first issue, it is clear that one becomes a nazirite if he says: I am 
hereby a nazirite. The Gemara considers other, less direct ways that one can express 
his desire to become a nazirite, both by using substitutes for nazirite vows and by 
using intimations of nazirite vows. The Gemara discusses situations where these less 
direct expressions are effective, as well as situations where the speaker’s statement 
does not give clear expression to this intent, and he is not a nazirite even if his inten- 
tion was to take a nazirite vow. 


The second issue concerns setting the duration of the term of naziriteship. It is clear 
that when one explicitly states the duration or the number of terms of naziriteship 
that he accepts, he becomes a nazirite for the period that he articulated. The difficulty 
facing the Gemara is establishing the duration of a term of naziriteship in a situation 
where he used vague expressions of length or when it is unclear whether he accepted 
a single term or multiple terms of naziriteship. 


The Sages established that the minimum time frame for a term of naziriteship is thirty 
days, and one who does not specify the length of his term of naziriteship becomes a 
nazirite for this amount of time. The Gemara investigates the source for this principle 
and questions whether the term of naziriteship ends at the end of the twenty-ninth 
day or only after the thirtieth day. 


These issues and related questions comprise the subject matter of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek | 
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Perek | 
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MI S H N A One becomes a nazirite by taking a nazirite 


vow, in which he simply declares himself a 
nazirite, as detailed in the Torah (Numbers 6:1-21). Additionally, 
all substitutes for the language of nazirite vows" are like nazirite 
vows" and are binding. Furthermore, intimations of nazirite vows, 
i.e., incomplete statements that are understood from context to be 
meant as nazirite vows, are considered binding nazirite vows. 


Consequently, one who says: I will be," without further clarifica- 
tion, is a nazirite, as this is his implied intention. Or, ifhe said: I 
will be beautiful, he is a nazirite. The substitutes for the language 
of nazirite vows are as follows: If one says: I will be a nazik," a 
naziah, or a paziah, he is a nazirite. If one says: I am hereby like 
this," I am hereby a hair curler," I am hereby growing my hair; 
or: It is incumbent upon me to grow long hair, he is a nazirite. 


If one says: An obligation is hereby incumbent upon me with 
regard to birds," Rabbi Meir says: He is a nazirite. A nazirite 
brings two bird-offerings if he inadvertently becomes ritually 
impure from a corpse (Numbers 6:10), and it is understood that 
the individual used this indirect phrase to take a vow of naziriteship. 
And the Sages say: He is not a nazirite. 


G E M ARA The Gemara begins by clarifying why this 

tractate appears in the order of Nashim 
within the six orders of the Mishna. Now, the tanna is engaged in 
the study of the order of Nashim, which discusses laws concerning 


marriage and the resulting obligations as well as with forbidden 
sexual relations. What then is the reason that he teaches the laws 


of the nazirite’ here? 


All substitutes for the language of nazirite vows — 83 bs 
mam: The biblical source for the halakha that substitutes for 
he language of vows are considered vows is discussed at the 
beginning of tractate Nedarim (3a). The Gemara there explains 
hat the verses that discuss naziriteship use the same word 
repetitively: “When a man or a woman shall clearly utter a 
vow [lindor neder], the vow of a nazirite, to consecrate himself 
nazir lehazir] to the Lord” (Numbers 6:2). The doubled term 
nazir lehazir teaches that one can become a nazirite not only 
hrough a direct vow, but also through substitute expressions. 
The doubled term /indor neder indicates that the same is true 
or other types of vows. 


Nazik, etc. — 3) p3: The Gemara in tractate Nedarim (10a) 
relates that Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish debate the expla- 
nation of these terms. The same dispute is found in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, where the opinions attributed to each amora 
are reversed. According to one opinion, these substitute terms 
are words in other languages, while according to the other 
opinion they are special terms invented by the Sages to prevent 
situations from arising where one might utter the name of 
God in vain. 

Tosafot raise difficulties with each opinion: If these are simply 
words in other languages, what new halakha is being taught? 
One can declare a vow in any language. They answer that if 
one takes a vow in a foreign language it is necessary for him to 
understand the words that he is saying, whereas if one vows 
by using one of the terms listed in the mishna, the naziriteship 
takes effect even if he does not know the meaning of the words, 
because they are similar in pronunciation to the term nazir used 
in the Torah. It is noted in the Commentary on Nazir that these 


NOTES 


words are also similar to the word nazir in their spelling. Even 
according to the opinion of Tosafot that the person taking the 
vow of naziriteship using these terms need not know precisely 
what they mean, he must intend to take a nazirite vow in order 
for it to take effect. 

With regard to the second opinion, that these substitute 
terms are expressions invented by the Sages, Josafot ask: If the 
Sages invented these terms, how does naziriteship take effect 
by Torah law when they are used? If the vow does not take 
effect by Torah law, how can the nazirite offer the sacrifices 
that mark the end of naziriteship? They explain that since the 
Sages established these particular terms, the person taking 
the vow intends to use these terms in order to accept nazirite- 
ship, and therefore the vow takes effect. The Jerusalem Talmud 
offers a similar resolution of this problem. Some commentaries 
claim that the dispute about the origin of these terms is only 
with regard to those used for ordinary vows. In the case of 
naziriteship, everyone agrees that these terms come from other 
anguages and therefore take effect by Torah law (Rabbeinu 
Todros, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 

Others argue that even according to the opinion that these 
erms come from other languages, they are not words in use 
in any specific language. Rather, gentiles, who did not know 
how to pronounce the word nazir properly, used these terms, 
and their corrupted versions in turn influenced some Jews 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:16, and see Radbaz 
here; Meiri). 


| am hereby like this — 73 2°17: Tosafot cite the Gemara (3a), 
which explains that a nazirite was walking by when the person 
made this statement. They add that the novelty of this ruling 


The nove 


HALAKHA 


All substitutes for the language of nazirite vows are 
like nazirite vows — m33 m) 19D be: All substitutes 
for the language of nazirite vows are like nazirite vows. For 
example, in a place where a nazirite is called a nazik, nazi‘ah, 
or paziah, one who uses one of those terms in a vow is a 
nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:8). 


One who says, | will be, etc. — 131 K% WiKT: If one says: 
| will be, or: | will be beautiful, he is a nazirite, subject to 
the conditions specified in the Gemara below (2b). The 
same applies to the other substitute terms mentioned in 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:6). 


An obligation is hereby incumbent upon me with 
regard to birds - misy by om: If one says: An obliga- 
tion is hereby incumbent upon me with regard to birds, his 
statement is of no consequence, even if a nazirite is passing 
before him, and even if he intends to become a nazirite 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:7). 


is that a vow is not effective if one merely says: | am hereby. 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, argues that the 
statement: | am hereby, certainly indicates naziriteship. He adds 
hat this is explicitly stated in the Jerusalem Talmud (Nazir 1:2). 
aspect of this halakha is that the phrase: | am hereby 
ike this, is also considered a vow of naziriteship (see Rashash). 


lam hereby a hair curler, etc. - naboen Y: Tosafot point 
out that these expressions are not intimations, which is why 
hey are not listed when the mishna gives an example of an 
intimation. This is because they are not partial statements, but 
rather full statements that do not explicitly mention naziriteship, 
although the intention of the individual taking the vow is clear 
from context. 


What is the reason he teaches the topic of nazirite - »x72 
maaa NayB: Some commentaries had a version of the order of 
Nashim in which tractate Sota precedes tractate Nazir. They had 
a different version of the Gemara text here, which states: Since 
the tanna has finished with the halakhot of a heifer whose neck 
is broken, which appears at the end of tractate Sota, what is the 
reason that he now teaches tractate Nazir (Meiri)? 

Tosafot reinforce the idea that Nazir does not belong in the 
order of Nashim by pointing out that since the nazirite must 
bring offerings, this tractate ostensibly belongs in the order 
of Kodashim. Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, adds 
to the Gemara's question by stating that tractate Nazir could 
have followed tractate Karetot, which deals with the prohibition 
barring priests serving in the Temple from drinking wine, a pro- 
hibition parallel to the prohibition against a nazirite’s drinking 
wine (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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HALAKHA 
Should abstain from wine — p97 y sayy 9: It is proper 
for one to distance himself from levity, drunkenness, and 
flirtatious behavior, since all of these lead to sin (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 22:21; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 25:1). 


LANGUAGE 

Without attribution [kedi] — »t3: There are various opin- 
ions as to the meaning of this word. Rashi in several 
places suggests two possibilities: One explanation is that 
it is the name or nickname of a Sage (Maharatz Hayyut). 
Alternatively, it is a word used to introduce an unattrib- 
uted statement. This appears to be the explanation of the 
geonim, who maintain that the word is an abbreviation 
of kedehi, meaning: As it is, i.e., without attribution. 
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The Gemara answers: The tanna is engaged in the study of the 

verse" pertaining to divorce: “Then it comes to pass, if she finds 

no favor in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly mat- 
ter about her” (Deuteronomy 24:1). And this is what he is say- 
ing: What caused the woman to commit the transgression of 
adultery, alluded to in the verse by the phrase “unseemly matter”? 

It was wine. And the tanna is saying: Anyone who sees a sota in 

her disgrace should abstain from wine." Consequently, tractate 

Nazir is placed in the order of Nashim, immediately preceding 

tractate Sota, which is about a woman suspected by her husband 

of having been unfaithful, and tractate Gittin, which discusses 

divorce. 


§ The Gemara asks a question with regard to the mishna’s presen- 
tation of the different topics it addresses: The tanna began with 
the statement that all substitutes for the language of nazirite vows 
are considered nazirite vows, but then it explains the halakha of 
intimations of nazirite vows by providing examples of intimations 
rather than examples of substitutes for nazirite vows. Why didn’t 
the Gemara provide examples of substitutes immediately after 
stating the halakha concerning substitutes? 


Rava said, and some say this statement without attribution 
[kedi]:' The mishna is incomplete" and is teaching the follow- 
ing: All substitutes for the language of nazirite vows are like 
nazirite vows. And similarly, all intimations of nazirite vows are 
like nazirite vows. And these are examples of intimations: One 
who says: I will be, is a nazirite. 


The Gemara asks: But nevertheless, let the tanna explain the cases 

of substitutes first, before providing examples of intimations, as 

the halakha of substitutes is mentioned before the halakha of 
intimations. The Gemara answers: The tanna employs the general 

style of the Mishna, which is that the subject with which it con- 
cludes is the one that it explains first, as we learned in a mishna 

(Shabbat 20b): With what may one light the Shabbat lamp and 

with what may one not light it? And the mishna explains the 

details of what one may not light first, before providing examples 

of fuel that may be used to light the Shabbat lamp. 


Similarly, another mishna (Shabbat 47b) states: In what may one 
insulate a pot of cooked food on Shabbat eve, and in what may 
one not insulate it? And the mishna explains the cases of material 
in which one may not insulate it first, before providing examples 
of materials in which one may insulate a pot of cooked food. 


A third example of this style is in the following mishna (Shabbat 
57a): With what items may a woman go out into the public 
domain on Shabbat and with what items may she not go out? 
And the mishna explains the items with which a woman may not 
go out first, before providing examples of items with which she 
may go out. 


NOTES 


The tanna is engaged in the study of the verse — xP NIP Nan: 
The Gemara in tractate Sota (2a) explains that tractate Nedarim, 
literally, vows, appears in the order of Nashim due to its connec- 
tion to tractate Ketubot, which deals with the halakhot of one 
who imposes a vow on his wife. Nazir then follows Nedarim, as a 
central issue in Nazir is the nazirite vow. This explanation is osten- 
sibly deemed insufficient by the Gemara here. However, Rashi is 
cited in Sefer HaYashar (Hiddushim 65) as explaining that the text 
of the entire discussion in the Gemara here has been corrupted 
and should be omitted, as there is already a satisfactory account 
of the order and placement of this tractate. 

Another way to resolve the contradiction between the Gemara 
in tractate Sota and the Gemara here is to note that while the 
Gemara in tractate Sota explains the order of the tractates, it does 
not offer a suitable answer as to why tractate Nazir appears in the 
order of Nashim at all. It should have been placed in the order of 


Kodashim, and then tractate Nedarim would have been taught 
there as well, due to its connection with this tractate (Rabbeinu 
Tam; Tosafot; Rabbeinu Todros, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Is incomplete, etc. — 131 Kma "HN: The early commentaries 
ask: Since the Gemara is inserting a ruling about intimations into 
he mishna, it should have simply inserted this ruling before 
he mishna’s ruling about substitute expressions. This would 
have resolved the Gemara's upcoming question, which is why 
he mishna provides examples of intimations before it provides 
examples of substitute expressions, when the ruling about sub- 
stitute expressions comes first in the mishna. They answer that 
here was a tradition that the tractate begins with the ruling 
about substitute terms, and therefore the Sages could not claim 
hat the missing words actually comprised the opening line of 
he tractate (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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The Gemara challenges this explanation: But didn’t we learn ina 
mishna (Shabbat 51b): With what may an animal go out into the 
public domain on Shabbat, and with what may it not go out? And 
it explains the items with which a camel may go out first, before 
providing examples of items with which it may not go out. 


Similarly, it is taught in another mishna (Bava Batra 108a): There 
are some relatives who inherit and bequeath, e.g., a father and 
son, who are heirs to each other; some who inherit but do not 
bequeath; some bequeath but do not inherit; and some do not 
inherit and do not bequeath. And the mishna explains the cases 
of those who both inherit and bequeath first, before providing 
examples of the other categories that were mentioned later in the 
opening clause of the mishna. 


Rather, the mishna actually teaches in this manner at times, and 
it teaches in that manner at other times. There are instances where 
the tanna begins by elaborating on the first principle mentioned 
in the mishna, while on other occasions he first elaborates upon 
the last principle mentioned. 


However, there is a rationale as to when the tanna employs each 
style. There, in the passages concerning the fuels one may use to 
light the Shabbat lamp, the materials one may use to insulate a pot 
on Shabbat eve, and the items with which a woman may go out 
on Shabbat to the public domain, where it is the individual’s own 
prohibition" that is being discussed, the tanna explains the cases 
pertaining to the individual’s own prohibition first. By contrast, 
with regard to the mishna that addresses an animal carrying into 
the public domain on Shabbat, where the prohibition comes by 
means of the animal, the tanna explains what is permitted first. 


Similarly, with regard to the mishna that teaches that there are 
some relatives who inherit and bequeath, the tanna also had a 
reason for initially providing examples from the first category: He 
thereby explains the principal case of the Torah’s halakhot of 
inheritance’ first. 


The Gemara now returns to its question: But here, let the tanna 
explain the cases of substitutes first." The Gemara explains: 
Rather, this is the reason: Since intimations are derived from 
the exposition of verses and are not explicitly mentioned in the 
Torah, they are dear to the tanna and he therefore mentions them 
first. 


The Gemara asks: But if that is so, then let him begin with them 
first in the opening clause of the mishna as well. The Gemara 
answers: When the tanna begins, he begins with the main offer- 
ing of the nazirite, i.e., with the halakha that has a basis in the 
Torah. But with regard to the explanation of these halakhot, he 
explains the cases of intimations first, as he favors that topic. 


§ The mishna taught: One who says: I will be, is a nazirite. The 
Gemara asks: Perhaps he is saying: I will be fasting," i.e., his 
intention is to take a vow that will obligate himself to fast rather 
than to be a nazirite. The Gemara answers that Shmuel said: The 
mishna is describing a case where a nazirite was passing before 
him," so that it is clear that he is taking a nazirite vow. 


HALAKHA 


Where a nazirite was passing before him - 33ìy Yu mmg jiaa him becomes a nazirite, as stated by Shmuel (Rambam Sefer 
vy: One who says: | will be, when a nazirite is passing before — Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:6). 


NOTES 


There, where it is the individual's own prohibition, etc. - 
AD PEDT MTN ON: Some commentaries explain that 
a prohibition that one violates himself is more severe than a 
prohibition that one violates through the behavior of his ani- 
mal (Commentary on Nazir; Tosafot). Alternatively, since one 
must let his animals rest on Shabbat, it should be prohibited 
to allow one's animal to go to the public domain carrying 
anything at all. Consequently, the halakha that one’s animal 
may enter the public domain while carrying certain items is of 
greater novelty than the halakha that it is prohibited to allow 
one’s animal to enter the public domain while carrying other 
items, and the tanna discusses first the case that contains the 
greater novelty (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


NOTES 


The principal case of the Torah’s halakhot of inheritance - 
abn pv: The principal paradigm of inheritance is the cat- 
egory of relatives who both inherit and bequeath, meaning 

that there is a two-way relationship whereby each individual 

is an heir to the other. An example of this is fathers and sons. 
Sons inherit from their father and, if they do not have sons of 
their own, bequeath to their father. This is also the first case 

of inheritance mentioned in the Torah’s passage on the topic 
(see Numbers 27:8 and Bava Batra 108b). 


But here let the tanna explain the cases of substitutes first - 
NOTA mY wind x37 Kb: The Rosh explains the Gemara’s 

question in the following manner: Just as the mishna in 

Bava Batra explains the principal case of inheritance first, 
the mishna here should first provide examples of substitute 

language of vows, as they are a more primary manner of 
expressing a vow than employing an intimation of a vow. 


Perhaps he is saying | will be fasting — mayna xI% xay 
‘waxp: The Rosh elaborates on the Gemara’s question: If the 
intention of the person who takes the vow is unclear, as he 
could be merely taking a vow to fast, then the mishna should 
not rule that he is a nazirite and compel him to bring the 
offerings at the conclusion of his naziriteship, as doing so is 
prohibited if he is not in fact a nazirite. Furthermore, there is 
a principle that one is lenient in cases of naziriteship, which 
the mishna seems to ignore. 

Some commentaries wonder why one does not simply ask 
the individual whether he intended to accept upon himself 
naziriteship or a fast. They answer that this is a case where 
the individual says that he himself did not have a particular 
intention. His intention was to accept upon himself whatever 
vow the Sages determine applies to one who says: | will be 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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HALAKHA 

Ambiguous intimations — nimain jew oT: Intimations of 
vows are considered vows as long they give some indication 
as to the intention of the speaker. For example, if one person 
says to another: | vow about you that | will eat not of yours, 
the vow is effective. However, intimations that are entirely 
ambiguous are not considered intimations (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 206:1). 


Where he said in his heart — ia XPT: In order to accept 
upon oneself naziriteship, it is not necessary to make an 
explicit statement that everyone would understand to be 
the acceptance of naziriteship. Rather, as long as one intends 
to become a nazirite and vocalizes that intent in some way, 
and in a context in which that is the likely interpretation, 
he becomes a nazirite even if his words in themselves do 
not indicate that he is taking a nazirite vow (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:5). 
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The Gemara asks: Shall we say that Shmuel holds as a principle 

that ambiguous intimations™ are not considered intimations," 

i.e., they are not considered vows? The Gemara rejects this sugges- 
tion: Say that when" a nazirite is passing before him, there is no 

reason to doubt his intention. There is no possibility that he is 

referring to another matter, and therefore his statement is definitely 
an intimation of naziriteship. However, it is certainly the case that 
when a nazirite is not passing before him, and he states: I will be, 
we say that perhaps he is saying: I will be fasting. It is only in the 
latter case, where one’s intimation is so ambiguous that it offers no 

evidence whatsoever of his intentions, that Shmuel holds that one’s 

statement is not considered a vow. 


The Gemara asks: But even ifhe made his statement when a nazirite 
was passing before him, perhaps he was saying that he intends to 
purchase the animals the nazirite will need for his offerings and 
thereby exempt the nazirite from paying for his own offerings. The 
Gemara answers: This is a case where he said in his heart" that he 
accepts upon himself a nazirite vow. 


NOTES 


Ambiguous intimations — niman j»xw or: Rabbeinu Todros 
and Tosafot (on Nedarim 5b) quote Rabbeinu Tam’s opinion that 
here are two types of ambiguous intimations. One type is so 
ambiguous that it offers no evidence of the speaker's intention 
whatsoever. The other type is only mildly ambiguous, so that 
here is some indication as to the speaker's intention, although 
he did not clearly articulate that intention. 


Are not considered intimations — a» pyy xb: The sugges- 
ion that Shmuel holds that ambiguous intimations are not 
valid vows is based upon the fact that even when no nazirite 
is passing before him, it is more likely that the expression: | will 
be, is referring to naziriteship than to a fast. This is because the 
anguage indicates the immediate acceptance of a vow, which 
is possible in the case of naziriteship, but not usually in the 
case of a fast, as once the day has begun one cannot accept 
upon himself a fast for that day. The later commentaries also 
point out that one must accept a vow to fast in the afternoon 
of the day before one intends to fast. Therefore, it is more likely 
that his intention was to accept a nazirite vow (Tosafot; Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


Say that when, etc. -3133 "Wax: There are two explanations 
of this answer. Some claim that the Gemara’s conclusion is that, 
according to Shmuel, ambiguous intimations are considered 
intimations. However, if a nazirite is not passing by when the 
individual makes this statement, his statement is not even 
considered an ambiguous intimation, as it is not at all clear what 
he means to say (Commentary on Nazir; Rosh). 

Conversely, according to the first explanation of Tosafot and 
Rabbeinu Tam, the Gemara’s conclusion is that according to 
Shmuel, ambiguous intimations are not considered intimations. 
However, if a nazirite is passing by when the individual makes 
this statement, it is obvious that his statement is meant as a 


nazirite vow, and the vow takes effect. Josafot point out that 
according to this interpretation, the Gemara’s introduction of 
the question with the phrase: Shall we say, is imprecise, as 
this phrase usually indicates a suggestion that will be rejected, 
which is not the case here. However, the language in tractate 
Nazir in general is different from that of standard Gemara usage, 
and Tosafot provide an example from elsewhere in the tractate 
where this expression is used in a similar manner. 


There is another opinion, based on a variant version of the 
ext, in which the Gemara states: Shall we say that Shmuel 
holds that ambiguous intimations are considered intimations? 
According to this reading, the Gemara suggests that Shmuel 
olds that even if a nazirite is not passing before him at that 
precise moment, he becomes a nazirite. The Gemara concludes 
hat there is a distinction between a person who says: | will 
be, at the exact moment when a nazirite is passing in front of 
him, and one who makes such a statement a little while later. 
n the latter case, the speaker does not become a nazirite, as 
ambiguous intimations are not considered intimations (Meiri). 


Where he said in his heart — taba Wax: This is effective only 
when there was also a nazirite passing before him when he 
said: | will be. This is because the verse pertaining to naziriteship 
states that it applies when one “shall clearly utter a vow” (Num- 
bers 6:2). Consequently, one must articulate his acceptance 
of naziriteship. The point in the Gemara is that if one says: | 
will be, while a nazirite is passing by and his intention is: | will 
be like that nazirite, his statement is considered an articula- 
tion of a nazirite vow (Tosafot). The Rid writes that, in general, 
intentions that are not articulated are inconsequential as far as 
the halakha is concerned, unless there is some action proving 
one's intention. Other commentaries disagree, claiming that in 
certain cases intention and thought alone are of consequence. 
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The Gemara asks: If that is so, then what is the purpose of stating 
this halakha? Isn't it obvious that he becomes a nazirite? The Gemara 
answers: It is necessary to state this halakha, lest you say that we 
require his mouth and heart to be identical." If that were the case, 
then if one did not clearly articulate his nazirite vow, he would not 
become a nazirite even ifhe intended to become one. Therefore, the 
mishna teaches us" that since his words can be interpreted as refer- 
ring to a nazirite vow, and that was his intention, he becomes a 
nazirite. 


§ The mishna taught that if one says: I will be beautiful [nae], he 
is a nazirite. The Gemara asks: But perhaps when he said: I will be 
beautiful, he meant: I will be beautiful’ before Him in mitzvot? As 
it is taught in a baraita: “This is my God and I will glorify Him 
[anvehu]” (Exodus 15:2). Anvehu has the same root as the word 
na'e; therefore, the verse means: I will be beautiful before Him in 
mitzvot." How is this done? I will make before Him a beautiful 
sukka, a beautiful lulav, beautiful ritual fringes. I will write before 
Him a beautiful Torah scroll, and I will wrap it in beautiful silk 


cloths [shira’in].' 
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The Gemara answers that Shmuel said: The mishna is referring to a 
case where one is holding his hair" and says: I will be beautiful. 


This clearly indicates that he is referring to naziriteship. 
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His mouth and heart to be identical - pw ia) va: It is not 
enough for there to be no contradiction between one’s state- 
ment and his thoughts. He must express what he has in mind, 
and if he fails to do so in a clear manner, the naziriteship does 
not take effect (Commentary on Nazir). 


The mishna teaches us - yawn Xp: The conclusion is that 
one does not need to fully articulate everything he is thinking. 
However, it is still necessary to give some verbal expression to 
one’s thoughts. Consequently, one becomes a nazirite only if 
he said: | will be, while a nazirite was passing by (Commentary 
on Nazir). 


Perhaps he meant | will be beautiful, etc. — 131 TXI% xan: 

The Rosh explains that although he could have been referring 

o naziriteship, it is not clear that this was his intention, and 

herefore he cannot be considered a nazirite, because one is 
enient in cases of doubt concerning naziriteship. The Jeru- 
salem Talmud derives the halakha that one who says: | will be 
beautiful, is a nazirite by a fortiori inference, as one who merely 
says: | will be, is considered a nazirite. The mishna is presumably 
not referring to a halakha that can be derived independently. 
Therefore, it must be referring to a case where one says, while 
a nazirite is passing by: No one is as beautiful as this individual. 
The mishna’s point is that this statement should be interpreted 

as praise and as an acceptance of naziriteship rather than as 
a critique. 


Where one is holding his hair - iwga mang: In this case, the 
fact that a nazirite was passing before him is insufficient, as he 
could be understood to be saying that he intends to beautify 


NOTES 


The Gemara asks: Since naziriteship is a matter of transgression," 
can we say about a nazirite that he is beautiful? 


himself by performing other mitzvot, just as the nazirite beauti- 
fies himself by means of his mitzva of naziriteship (Tosafot). 
The Rosh and Rabbeinu Todros add that if one takes hold of 
his hair, not only is it unnecessary for a nazirite to be passing 
before him, but he does not even require a definitive intention 
of naziriteship, since his statement is self-evident. The Rambam, 
however, maintains that even in this case he must fully intend 
o become a nazirite. 


Naziriteship is a matter of transgression — 744 xop KTI: 
The Gemara’s question is as follows: The Gemara in tractate 
Nedarim (9a) establishes that a nazirite vow is considered a 
vow of the wicked. Consequently, acceptance of naziriteship 
is a kind of transgression, and the Gemara asks how it can be 
initiated by the statement: | will be beautiful (Commentary 
to Nazir). Rabbeinu Todros, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, offers 
a different interpretation of the question, according to which 
the Gemara is asking rhetorically: Is naziriteship undertaken in 
order to beautify oneself? Tosafot and other early commentaries 
cite an alternative version of the text. Instead of: Naziriteship 
is a matter of transgression [da‘aveira], it reads: Is naziriteship 
a matter that is done [deavida], such that a nazirite may be 
called beautiful? In other words, is it recommended to take on 
naziriteship ab initio? 

Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, cites this alterna- 
tive version of the text. However, he reads it not as a question 
but as the continuation of Shmuel's statement, so that it reads: 
The case is where one is holding his hair and says: | will be 
beautiful, as naziriteship is matter that one ought to do; it is a 
mitzva, and as such it is beautiful. 


HALAKHA 

| will be beautiful before Him in mitzvot — wah TIY 
miwiaa: One should perform all mitzvot in the most beauti- 
ful manner possible. One should write a Torah scroll with 
correct, fine letters; one’s phylacteries should be elegant; 
and likewise with regard to all the mitzvot. Some authori- 
ties state that if one has a choice between two etrogim, 
he should take the more beautiful one if its cost does not 
exceed the other by more than one-third (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Sefer Torah 7:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
32:4, 656:1). 


Where one is holding his hair — iwwa DIsAW: One who 
said while holding his hair: | will be beautiful, or: will hereby 
be a hair curler, or: | am hereby accepting upon myself to 
tend to my hair, or: It is hereby incumbent upon me to grow 
my hair, is a nazirite, provided his intent was to take a nazirite 
vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:6). 


LANGUAGE 


Silk cloths [shira‘in] - pgp: From the Greek onpikov, 
sérikon, meaning silk. 
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HALAKHA 


However with regard to a ritually pure nazirite Rabbi 
Elazar HaKappar does not call him a sinner - mhay% 
ma yp Nyin wh qitu: One who undertakes a vow “of 
naziriteship as an act of dedication to God is considered 
holy and praiseworthy (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 10:14). 


lam hereby like this — m3 °277: If one said: | am hereby 
like this, as a nazirite passed before him, he is a nazirite, 
as stated by Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 2:4). 


PERSONALITIES 

That maidservant of the house of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi - 137137 xx KTM: The maidservant of the 
house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is mentioned here and 
in several other contexts. Because she used the purest, 
most ancient form of the Hebrew language, includ- 
ing words that the Sages themselves were no longer 
familiar with, it seems that she was no ordinary servant 
and was possibly even raised among the family of the 
Nasi. Her conduct and the witty, wise manner of speech 
that she would employ are recounted in the Gemara. 
It appears that she may have served as Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s housekeeper. 


LANGUAGE 
Curling [silsul] —bivbo: Although this word is found in 
the Bible, its primary meaning is unclear. Some claim 
that it refers mainly to raising or elevating, as this is 
one of the meanings of the root samekh, lamed, lamed. 
This is plausible based on the continuation of the verse 
in Proverbs cited in the Gemara, and this is how it is 
explained by several commentaries. The term also has 
the connotation of decorating or beautifying, which 
could be its meaning both in the verse in Proverbs and 
in the Gemara here. Silsu/ also means making things 
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The Gemara answers: Yes, as even according to Rabbi Elazar 

HaKappar, who said that a nazirite is a sinner, that applies only 
with regard to a ritually impure nazirite." This is because it is 

necessary for him to void the days of his vow that have been 

observed and to begin his term anew, as the Merciful One states 

in the Torah: “But the first days will be void, because his conse- 
cration was defiled” (Numbers 6:12). It is there that Rabbi Elazar 
HaKappar called the nazirite a sinner, because perhaps he will 

come to transgress" his naziriteship now that he is a nazirite for 
a longer period than he originally intended. However, with regard 

to a ritually pure nazirite, Rabbi Elazar HaKappar does not call 

him a sinner.” 


§ The mishna taught that one who says: I am hereby like this,” is 
a nazirite. The Gemara asks: Though this is indeed a case where 
he is holding his hair at the time, since he did not say: I am 
hereby like this," how can this statement constitute an acceptance 
of naziriteship? Shmuel said: It is a case where a nazirite was 
passing" before him when he made his statement. His intention 
was to declare himself a nazirite like the individual passing before 
him, and his statement therefore constitutes a nazirite vow. 


The mishna rules that one who says: I am hereby a hair curler is 
a nazirite. The Gemara asks: From where is it known that this 
term is referring to the curling [silsul]' of hair by allowing it to 
grow? The Gemara answers: As that maidservant of the house of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’ said to a certain man who grew his hair 
long: Until when will you curl [mesalsel] your hair? This shows 
that mesalsel means to grow hair. 


The Gemara suggests: Say that the word mesalsel is referring to the 
study of Torah, as it is written with regard to Torah: “Extol her 
[salseleha] and she will exalt you” (Proverbs 4:8). The Gemara 
responds that Shmuel said: Here too, the case is where he was 


round, perhaps like the words sal and salsala, which 
both mean basket. This meaning can also pertain to 
styling hair. 


holding his hair" at the time of his pronouncement. 


That applies only with regard to a ritually impure nazirite - 
NOD V1 D3 ton 337: The early commentaries point out that this 
appears to contradict the Gemara (19a) that states that accord- 
ing to Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, even a pure nazirite is a sinner. 
They answer that although the pure nazirite is considered a 
sinner to a certain extent because of the discomfort he causes 
himself by abstaining from wine, the mitzva of naziriteship and 
its sanctity nevertheless override this sin, and therefore he can 
be called beautiful (see Tosafot on 2b). Rabbeinu Todros, cited 
in Shita Mekubbetzet, attributes a similar opinion to Rabbeinu 
Tam. Among other possibilities, it is suggested in the Meiri 
hat this might be one of those variant talmudic discussions in 
which the opinion of the Gemara is not consistent, especially 
as tractate Nedarim and tractate Nazir differ from other tractates 
in many ways. 


Perhaps he will come to transgress, etc. — say Balad xoy 
^): The Gemara later in the tractate (19a) explains that an 
impure nazirite is considered a sinner because by becoming 
impure he is forced to undergo a second period of naziriteship 
and thereby repeat his initial sin of becoming a nazirite. The 
Gemara here does not cite this reason because this reason 
assumes that naziriteship is inherently sinful, whereas that is 
not the opinion of the Gemara here (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 

It is explained in the Commentary on Nazir that an impure 
nazirite is called a sinner because he might regret his vow over 
the course of time. Regret is the basis for dissolving a vow, 
and therefore, since there was basis for dissolving his nazirite 
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NOTES 


vow, when the nazirite brings his offering at the conclusion 
of his term of naziriteship, it is somewhat similar to sacrificing 
non-consecrated animals in the Temple. Other commentaries 
maintain that there are two separate reasons why an impure 
nazirite is called a sinner, both of which relate to the fact tha 
he must begin his term of naziriteship anew: He might come 
to transgress his vow due to the unanticipated length of time 
it is taking to complete it, and alternatively he might regre 
his vow and bring offerings that are similar to the sacrifice o 
non-sacred animals (Rosh). 


He did not say, | am hereby like this — w21% xd mawy: Many 
early commentaries found this statement puzzling, as the 
mishna explicitly states that he said: | am hereby like this. For 
his reason, Tosafot dismiss this version of the text as a scribal 
error and cite an alternate version, which reads: He did not say: 
am hereby a nazirite. 

The Rosh and Rabbeinu Azriel hold that the correct version 
of the text states: Although this is a case where he was holding 
his hair at the time, he did not say anything that indicated a 
nazirite vow. Another version of the text is cited by Rabbi Avra- 
ham min HaHar: He did not say: | am hereby in this. According 
o this version, had he said: | am hereby in this, while holding 
his hair, his statement would be interpreted to mean: | am 
hereby a nazirite in regard to this hair | am holding. It is therefore 
considered an intimation of a nazirite vow, which is binding. 
This is the version of the text that is recorded by the author of 
he Mishne LaMelekh, and it appears in some older editions of 
he Talmud. 


Where a nazirite was passing, etc. -3132y m3 mW: Tosafot 
explain that according to this answer, since one said: | am 
hereby like this, when a nazirite was passing before him, he 
becomes a nazirite even if he was not holding his hair when 
he made this statement. The Rosh wonders why it was neces- 
sary to mention that a statement such as this constitutes a 
nazirite vow. He explains that one might have thought that 
the individual meant to say that he is like the nazirite with 
regard to beauty or wisdom rather than naziriteship. Therefore, 
it was necessary for the mishna to state that this constitutes a 
nazirite vow. The Meiri explains that the novelty is not that this 
statement constitutes a nazirite vow, but that if one says only: 
lam hereby, he is not considered a nazirite even if a nazirite is 
walking by at that moment. 


Here too, the case is where he was holding his hair, etc. - x37 
"931 Fw anw ma: The early commentaries explain that the 
terms mesalsel and mekhalkel are insufficient when said alone, 
even if a nazirite was passing before him, since these words do 
not on their own indicate naziriteship (Rosh; Rabbeinu Azriel, 
cited in Shita Mekubbetzet; Meiri). These statements are effective 
only if one was holding his hair at the time. Conversely, the 
explanation of the Shita Mekubbetzet is that the Gemara could 
have said that this is a situation where a nazirite was passing in 
front of him, but it preferred to explain the mishna as referring 
to the simpler case of one who was holding his hair. 
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The mishna rules that one who says: I am hereby growing my hair is 
a nazirite. The Gemara asks: From where is it known that this term 
is a reference to growing [kilkul]' his hair? The Gemara answers: As 
we learned in a mishna (Shabbat 78b): With regard to the measure 
that determines liability for carrying out lime on Shabbat from a 
private to a public domain, Rabbi Yehuda says: The measure is 
equivalent to that which is used to spread’ on one’s kilkul. And Rav 
said: This is referring to the hair that grows on the areas beneath 
the temple." 


The Gemara suggests: Say that he vowed to sustain the poor, as it 
is written: “And Joseph sustained [vaykhalkel] his father and his 
brethren” (Genesis 47:12). The Gemara responds that Shmuel said: 
Here too, in the mishna, the case is one where the individual was 
holding his hair" when he made his pronouncement, so that it was 
clear that he was referring to growing his hair. 


The mishna rules that with regard to one who says: It is incumbent 
upon me to grow [leshale‘ah ] long hair, he is a nazirite. The Gemara 
asks: From where is it known that this term shilu’ah, which is a 
different form of the word leshale‘ah, is an expression of increase 
and growth? The Gemara answers: As it is written: “Your tresses 
[shelahayikh] are a park of pomegranates” (Song of Songs 4:13)." 


The Gemara suggests: Say that it is referring to a matter involving 
transfer," as it is written: “And sends [shole‘ah] water upon the 
earth” (Job s:10), where the word shole ah is referring to the transport 
of water from one place to another. Here too, the individual taking the 
vow might mean that he intends to transfer, i.e., to remove, his hair. 


The Gemara answers: The tanna" derives the meaning of this term 
based upon a verbal analogy of the term long locks [pera] written 
with regard to a nazirite and the term long locks [pera] written with 
regard to a priest. It is written here, with regard to a nazirite: “He shall 
be holy, he shall let the hair of his head grow [gadel] long locks 
[pera]” (Numbers 6:5). And it is written there, with regard to a 
common priest serving in the Temple: “And they will not let their 
locks grow long [pera lo yeshalehu}” (Ezekiel 44:20). Just as the word 
pera with regard to a nazirite indicates growing long hair, so too, in the 
case of a priest it is referring to growing long hair. This proves that 
the term shiluah means letting one’s hair grow. 


The Gemara offers an alternate answer: And if you wish, say that the 
meaning of the word shole‘ah in that phrase: Sends [shole‘ah] water, 
is also increase and growth, as Rav Yosef translated" this verse into 
Aramaic in the following manner: When one waters produce," it 
grows. Consequently, the verse is referring to growth by means of 
water. 


| NOTES 


The areas beneath the temple — xypy na: Tosafot, on Nidda 
52b, cite a different version of the Gemara, which states: The 
temple and the areas beneath the temple. This version of the 
text is consistent with the Gemara in Shabbat (80b), where 
Rav says that kilkul is referring to the hair on the temple itself. 
According to this understanding, the phrase: The areas beneath 
the temple, is not the definition of the word kilkul, and it is 
cited here only because it appears in that passage in Shabbat 
in addition to the word kilkul (Orah Mishor). 


Your tresses are a park of pomegranates - 91127 D719 pnw: 
See the Commentary on Nazir. Rabbi Avraham min HaHar 
explains, citing Rashi, that the verse should be understood as 
follows: The hairs that grow on your head are like an orchard 
of pomegranates. 


Say that it is referring to a matter involving transfer, etc. - 
93) HAYA PI KIN: It is explained in the Commentary on 
Nazir that, according to the conclusion of the Gemara, even if 
shilu'ah means transfer, the phrase: It is incumbent upon me 
leshaleah long hair, is still understood as referring to naziriteship. 
The individual is understood to be saying; It is incumbent upon 


me to remove the long hair from my head after growing it for 
the thirty days of naziriteship. 


The tanna, etc. — 131 Xan: Tosafot explain that this is not a 
reference to the tanna of the mishna here, but rather the tanna 
cited in Sanhedrin 22b, who states that a priest must cut his hair 
every thirty days. The Gemara there explains that this is because 
thirty days’ growth is considered long locks, as derived from a 
verbal analogy based on the verse concerning a priest and the 
one pertaining to a nazirite. The Gemara here also cites this 
verbal analogy as proof of the meaning of the term shiluah. 
However, the Rosh maintains that the Gemara here is referring 
to the tanna of the mishna here, who derived from the verbal 
analogy that just as the term shiluah in the context of priests is 
referring to growing long hair, so too with regard to a nazirite. 


As Rav Yosef translated — p17 29 D34273: The early com- 
mentaries prove that the Aramaic translation of the book of 
Job existed already in the time of the tanna’im (see Tosafot on 
Shabbat 15a). Consequently, Rav Yosef is not the author of the 
translation, and the statement is attributed to him because he 
would often cite it. The Maharatz Hayyut notes that the Aramaic 
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| LANGUAGE 
Growing [kilkul] - basbs: This word is found in several 
places in the Mishna. In Syriac, it means a full head of hair. 
Its precise definition in the Mishna is the hair growing 
on the temples. The word kilkul is also used to describe 
excessive hair growth on different parts of the body (see 
Nidda 52b). 


BACKGROUND 

To spread — Toh: For many generations, women have 
considered body hair an aesthetic blemish and have used 
different methods to remove it. One method, employed 
mostly by women who could not afford expensive materi- 
als, was to dissolve the hair by plastering the specific area 
with lime, found in chalk deposits. One needed to be par- 
ticularly careful about this treatment, since the lime could 
cause serious burns on the skin. In a few cases described 
in the Talmud, it even caused fatal injuries. 


b = 
tt 


Chalk deposit in the Negev 


= HALAKHA 

Where he was holding his hair - wya mang: If one 
said: | am hereby a hair curler, or: | am hereby growing 
my hair, or: It is hereby incumbent upon me to grow long 
hair, and when he made this statement he was holding 
his hair and intended to become a nazirite, his statement 
is considered a nazirite vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 1:6). 


translation that is currently extant does not render the verse in 
the manner cited here in the Gemara. It is therefore possible 
that this was actually Rav Yosef's own translation. 


When one waters produce, etc. — 13) 32 = ppwn 13%: 
Tosafot point out that even if the verse in Job is explained as 
referring to growth, the usual meaning of the word shilu‘ah, 
when it appears in the Torah, is transfer rather than growth (see 
Deuteronomy 22:7). They explain that the Gemara’s question 
is: Perhaps there is no source at all that the word could mean 
growth, and the verse in Song of Songs should be understood 
differently. For this reason, the Gemara demonstrates that the 
verse in Job may be understood to use this word to mean 
growth. Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that when 
an individual employs the term /eshaleah in reference to his 
hair, he is using the word in the sense of growth and intends 
to become a nazirite (Josafot; Rabbeinu Todros, cited in Shita 
Mekubbetzet). It is explained in the Shita Mekubbetzet that 
although shilu'ah is often used in the Torah to mean removal, 
that is the case when the word is used in the context of living 
creatures. The discussion here pertains to the word shiluah 
when it is used in other contexts. 
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NOTES 


An obligation is hereby incumbent upon me with regard 
to birds [tzipporin] - pnay by sm: Rav Natan Av HaYeshiva 
cites an alternative version of the text in his commentary to 
the mishna: An obligation is hereby incumbent upon me with 
regard to nails [tzjppornayyim]. According to this version, the 
speaker has vowed to grow his nails long. The idea is similar 
to that of the common version of the Gemara text: Since the 
verse mentions growing nails right next to growing hair, the 
implication of his statement is that he intends to grow his 
hair long as a nazirite. However, it is difficult to reconcile this 
version of the text with the continuation of the Gemara. 


The birds that are juxtaposed in a verse to hair — p15°¥ 
aw pava: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is Rabbi Yohanan 
who explains that the statement is considered a nazirite vow 
due to the placement of the word “birds” in the verse in Daniel. 
The word “eagles” is a substitute term for a nazirite vow, as hair 
is compared to eagles in the verse: “Until his hair was grown 
like eagles’ feathers.’ Since the verse continues and mentions 
birds, stating: “And his nails like birds’ claws,’ birds are viewed 
a substitute for the original substitute term, which is eagles. 

Tosafot claim that Reish Lakish’s explanation is based not 
only on the juxtaposition of the words in the verse but on a 
combination of that juxtaposition and the fact that an impure 
nazirite must bring birds for his purification. According to the 
Commentary on Nazir, the Gemara is referring to a case where 
one took this vow as a nazirite was passing before him or as 
he was holding his hair (see Rosh). 


Perek | 
Daf 3 Amud b 


NOTES 


We are concerned, etc. — 131 WaxP j2w»M: The Gemara's 
question is as follows: According to Rabbi Yohanan, his vow is 
not necessarily a nazirite vow. Rather, it is uncertain whether 
he intended to take a nazirite vow or a different vow. Since a 
nazirite vow must be expressed clearly, as explained in the 
Gemara (34a), why is this considered a nazirite vow (Com- 
mentary on Nazir)? 

Another explanation of the Gemara’s question is: Since a 
nazirite vow includes many more stringencies than a vow to 
bring a gift offering, it should be assumed that he meant to 
accept the less stringent vow (Tosafot). Alternatively, there is a 
principle that one is lenient in cases of uncertainty with regard 
to naziriteship (Rosh). 

Other commentaries explain the question in the following 
manner: Since it is not clear from his statement whether he 
intended to become a nazirite or to bring gift offerings, he 
should be required to fulfill both of the vows (Shita Mekub- 
betzet; Meiri; see Rosh). 


It is hereby incumbent upon me to bring a nest, etc. — 17 
DP by: The term nest was typically used in reference to 
voluntary bird offerings, which is why the tractate that deals 
with this topic is called Kinnim, which means nests. If the 
individual intended to obligate himself to bring a voluntary 
bird offering, he would have used the standard term (Tosafot). 
The Rosh adds that since there is a principle that vows are 
interpreted according to the vernacular, and people generally 
call voluntary bird offerings nests, it cannot be assumed that 
he was referring to a voluntary bird offering when he did not 
use that term. It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud that the 
Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Meir in the mishna, maintain 
hat although the individual cannot be assumed to have been 
referring to a voluntary bird offering, it may be assumed that 
he meant to donate birds to the Temple treasury. This is in 
accordance with the principle found in the Jerusalem Talmud 
hat vows are interpreted according to the language of the 
Torah (7ziyyun Yerushalayim). 
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§ The mishna taught that if one says: An obligation is hereby 
incumbent upon me with regard to birds," Rabbi Meir says: He 
is a nazirite, and the Sages say: He is not a nazirite. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir? Reish 
Lakish said: He accepted upon himself an obligation with regard 
to the birds that are juxtaposed in a verse to hair," as it is written: 
“Until his hair was grown like eagles’ feathers, and his nails like 
birds’ claws” (Daniel 4:30). Since the verse juxtaposes birds with 
growing hair, it is understood that when this individual accepted 
an obligation with regard to birds, he was referring to growing his 
hair as a nazirite. 


The Gemara explains the basis of the dispute: Rabbi Meir holds 

that a person associates the object of his vow with something that 

is juxtaposed to it in a verse, so that when he says that it is incum- 
bent upon him to bring birds, he means that it is incumbent upon 

him to grow his hair. 


And the Rabbis hold that a person does not associate the object 
of his vow with something that is juxtaposed to it in a verse, and 
the individual did not mean to take a nazirite vow. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Everyone agrees that one does not associate 
the object of his vow with something juxtaposed to it in a verse. 
Rather, this is the reason of Rabbi Meir: We are concerned 
that perhaps he accepted upon himself the birds of an impure 
nazirite.® Since an impure nazirite must bring two birds as offer- 
ings if he inadvertently becomes impure from a corpse (Numbers 
6:10), when the individual accepts upon himself an obligation 
pertaining to birds, he means that he is becoming a nazirite and 
will be responsible for bringing an offering of birds ifhe becomes 
impure. 


The Gemara asks: Since Rabbi Yohanan said that, even according 

to Rabbi Meir, we are concerned" that the individual intended to 

become a nazirite, but it is not clear that this was his intention, it 
can be argued that perhaps he accepted upon himself a gift offer- 
ing of birds as a burnt-offering. Consequently, why is he considered 

a nazirite? The Gemara answers: If it was so, that his intention was 

to bring a gift offering, he should have said: It is hereby incumbent 
upon me to bring a nest," which is the common expression used 

to accept an obligation to bring a gift offering of birds. 


The birds of an impure nazirite — sav Wa Tis¥: Accord- 
ing to the Torah (Numbers 6:9-12), when a nazirite becomes 
ritually impure through contact with a corpse, whether inten- 
tionally or not, he must first purify himself. He then brings 


BACKGROUND 


two pigeons to the Temple as offerings, one as a sin-offering 
and the other as a burnt-offering, as well as a lamb as a 
guilt-offering. Afterward, he must start his term of naziriteship 
over again. 
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The Gemara asks further: But perhaps he was saying: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring the birds of a leper,™ rendering himself 
liable to bring a leper’s offerings on a leper’s behalf (see Leviticus 
14:4). The Gemara answers: This is a case where a nazirite was 
passing before him when he spoke, and he clearly had naziriteship 
in mind. The Gemara asks: But perhaps it was an impure nazirite, 
and he was saying that he accepts the obligation to exempt the 
nazirite from his offerings by sacrificing them on the nazirite’s 
behalf. The Gemara answers: This is a case where a pure nazirite 
was passing before him." 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the opinions of 
Reish Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan? After all, according to both expla- 
nations it is necessary to say that this is a case where a nazirite was 
passing before him. 


The Gemara answers: There is a practical difference between them 
in a case where he explicitly said: An obligation is hereby incum- 
bent upon me with regard to the birds juxtaposed in the verse to 
hair. According to Rabbi Yohanan, although he said this, if a 
nazirite was passing before him, yes, Rabbi Meir considers it a 
nazirite vow; if not, no, it is not considered a nazirite vow. Con- 
versely, according to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, although no 
nazirite was passing before him, Rabbi Meir considers it a nazirite 
vow, as he holds that according to Rabbi Meir, one associates the 
object of his vow with something juxtaposed to it in a verse. 


The Gemara asks: Is there, in fact, anyone who says that a person 
does not associate the object of his vow with something juxta- 
posed to it in a verse? Isn’t it taught in a baraita that in the case of 
one who says: Right [yamin],' that is an expression of an oath? 
What is the reason for this? Is it not because it is written: “When 
he lifted up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven, and 
swore by Him that lives forever” (Daniel 12:7)? It seems evident 
that the term “right” indicates an oath merely because in the verse 
it is juxtaposed to an oath. 


The Gemara rejects this: Say no, it is because the right hand itself 
is called an oath, as it is taught in a baraita: From where is it 
derived that in the case of one who says: Right, that it is an oath? 
It is derived from the verse where it is stated: “The Lord has sworn 
by His right hand” (Isaiah 62:8)." And from where is it derived 
that in the case of one who says: Left," that it is an oath? It is 
derived from the continuation of that verse, where it is stated: “And 
by the arm of His strength” (Isaiah 62:8). Since this is the comple- 
mentary phrase for the right hand, it must refer to the left hand. It 
is clear from here that both right and left are themselves expressions 
of an oath and do not indicate an oath merely because they are 
juxtaposed in a verse to an expression of an oath. 


NOTES 


Birds of a leper, etc. — 3) y1% "1159¥: One explanation of the 


intention when he accepts naziriteship. However, Josafot also cite 


Gemara’s question is that he might have intended to bring two 
birds and offer them in the manner of the leper’s purification ritual 
(Commentary on Nazir). However, most commentaries maintain 
that he meant to obligate himself to bring bird offerings in order to 
exempt a leper from having to bring his own birds (Tosafot; Meiri). 
Some explain that the Gemara is not suggesting that he should 
be required to bring only an offering of leper’s birds. Rather, in 
addition to becoming a nazirite, he should be required to bring 
an offering of birds (see Rosh). 


Where a pure nazirite was passing before him — W maw 7133 
Py) 33y Ww: Tosafot ask: Even if a pure nazirite passed by, the 
speaker might have intended to bring the bird offerings in place 
of the nazirite, in the event that the nazirite became impure. They 
answer that this is a case where the speaker explains that he meant 
to accept naziriteship upon himself. This raises a further difficulty: 
If the speaker is asked to clarify his intention, why is it necessary 
for a nazirite to be passing before him when he mentions birds? 
Tosafot answer that one's statement must accurately reflect one’s 


the opinion of Rabbeinu Peretz, who contends that the answer 
cannot be that the speaker is asked to clarify what he meant, since 
this requirement is not mentioned in the Gemara. Rather, it is not 
assumed that he would be referring to the birds the nazirite would 
have to offer if he were to become impure, since one does not 
accept upon himself an obligation that does not yet exist. This is 
not similar to the discussion concerning the birds of a leper, since 
there it can be assumed that there is a leper somewhere who is 
already in need of them. 


The Lord has sworn by His right hand — tava 71 yaw: In other 
words, it is as though God has sworn by something that can be 
used in an oath, His right hand. This is considered a sacred article, 
like one who swears by the Torah or any other sacred item. The 
Ra’avad learns from here that if one takes an oath using the words: 
By the right, without intending to refer to God's right hand, the 
oath is not effective. Other commentaries maintain that the term 
right itself indicates an oath, even if one does not intend to refer 
to God's right hand. 


BACKGROUND 

The birds of a leper — yyisn yay: The Torah pre- 
scribes the use of two birds in the purification cer- 
emony undergone by a cured leper or by the owner 
of a previously leprous house (see Leviticus 14:4-7, 
49-53). Both these birds must be alive, unblemished, 
non-domesticated, and from a kosher species. The 
general practice was to use a kind of sparrow. One of 
the birds is slaughtered over an earthenware vessel 
filled with springwater, and its blood is drained into 
the water in this vessel. This mixture is sprinkled on 
the cured leper or house. The other bird is dipped 
in the mixture of blood and water and set free. The 
second bird is not considered sacred. If it is captured 
after being set free, it may be slaughtered and eaten 
or used for any other purpose. 


LANGUAGE 
Right [yamin] - 2t: Apparently, the connotation is 
influenced by the root of the word, since the root yud, 
mem, nun is similar to the root alef mem, nun, which 
indicates faith, trustworthiness, and proper conduct. 
The connection between right and righteous is also 
found in other languages. In light of this, one who 
merely employs the word yamin in accepting an obli- 
gation has thereby expressed an oath, as this term 
connotes acceptance with faith. 


HALAKHA 

That in the case of one who says: Right. ..one who 
says: Left - bxaw Iis.. pa Wish: One who uses 
the term right has uttered an oath, and the same 
applies to one who uses the term left. The Rema writes, 
citing the Tur, and in accordance with the opinion of 
the Ra'avad, that this is the case only if one had in 
mind the right hand and left hand mentioned in the 
verse “God has sworn by His right hand” (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Shevuot 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 237:8). 
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HALAKHA 


| am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from 
grape seeds, etc. = ^3) Dax INT pa 3 27M: If one said: | 
am a nazirite and therefore will refrain from grape seeds, or: 
am a nazirite and therefore will refrain from grape skins, or: 
am a nazirite and therefore will refrain from impurity, or: | 
am a nazirite and therefore will refrain from shaving, then 
he is a nazirite, and all the halakhot of naziriteship apply to 
him. Even if he intended to accept only one of the prohibi- 
ions of naziriteship, he becomes a nazirite in every sense 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:9). 


Kiddush and havdala - xAbtax) xawaytp: A nazirite is 
prohibited from drinking wine in the performance of a 
mitzva. Consequently, it is prohibited for him to drink 
he wine from kiddush or havdala (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 7:11). 
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MI S H N A Ifone said: I am hereby a nazirite and there- 


fore will refrain from grape seeds," or: I am 
hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from grape skins, or: 
From shaving, or: From impurity, he is a nazirite. And all details 
of naziriteship are incumbent upon him." Not only does the 
prohibition he mentioned take effect, he is bound by all of the 


strictures of naziriteship. 

È E M A The Gemara comments: The mishna is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Shimon," as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: One 

is not obligated" as a nazirite until he vows that all items and actions 

forbidden to a nazirite are forbidden to him. And the Rabbis say: 

Even ifhe vowed to abstain from only one of them, he is a nazirite. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon? The verse states with regard to a nazirite: “All the days 
of his naziriteship he shall not eat from anything that is made of 
the grapevine, from pits to grape skin” (Numbers 6:4), which 
indicates that his vow of naziriteship must include all the prohibi- 
tions of a nazirite. The Gemara continues to clarify: And according 
to the Rabbis, what is the reason that he becomes a nazirite even if 
he specified only one of the prohibitions of a nazirite? The verse 
states: “He shall abstain from wine and strong drink” (Numbers 
6:3). This implies that even if one vows to abstain only from wine 
and strong drink, all of the halakhot of a nazirite take effect. 


The Gemara asks: And also according to Rabbi Shimon, isn’t 
it written “he shall abstain from wine and strong drink”? The 
Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon requires that verse to prohibit 
a nazirite from drinking wine that is consumed for a mitzva just 
as he is prohibited from drinking wine whose consumption is 
optional. 


The Gemara asks: What is wine that is consumed for a mitzva? Is it 
the wine of kiddush and havdala?" 


NOTES 


And all details of naziriteship are incumbent upon him -53 
voy mP Ipap: The commentaries write that it was neces- 
sary for the mishna to specify this because the mishna on 4a 
discusses the halakhot of a permanent nazirite and a nazirite 
like Samson, and not all the details of naziriteship apply to the 
latter. The mishna here therefore states that in the case under 
discussion, all of the halakhot of a nazirite are in effect, despite 
the fact that one mentioned only one aspect of the halakhot of 
naziriteship (Tosafot; Rosh). 


The mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon - jiyaw ats xt pwa: Rabbeinu Todros explains that 
Rabbi Shimon similarly disagrees with the Rabbis concerning 
one who says: | am hereby a hair curler, since he is referring 
only to the prohibition against cutting hair. Most commentaries 
disagree, however, and hold that one who says: | am hereby a 
hair curler, intends to accept standard naziriteship. Since he 
does not say that he will curl his hair, but that he is becoming a 
hair curler, his point is that he intends to be like a nazirite, who 
is someone who curls his hair. Rabbi Shimon disagrees only in 
a case where one explicitly states that he is accepting upon 


himself just a single aspect of naziriteship. This is also indicated 
by the Jerusalem Talmud (Rosh; Shita Mekubbetzet). 


One is not obligated — 3M i»: Some commentaries explain 
that Rabbi Shimon does not hold that the statement is 
entirely meaningless. Rather, the speaker has taken a regular 
vow to render grape seeds forbidden. This vow takes effect, 
but it is not a nazirite vow (Meiri; see Rabbi Avraham min 
HaHar). 


From pits to grape skin — 3t 491 ma% qm: Once the verse states: 

“From anything that is made of the grapevine,’ the phrase “from 
pits to grape skin” is unnecessary. Rabbi Shimon derives from 
this seemingly unnecessary phrase that just as one is a nazirite 
only if he accepts all the prohibitions associated with grape 
products, one is a nazirite only if he accepts all the prohibitions 
of naziriteship. However, one does not have to specify all the 
relevant prohibitions, as one who says simply: | am a nazirite, is 
bound by all aspects of naziriteship. It is only in a case where 
one goes into detail that he must specify all the prohibitions of 
a nazirite (Rosh). 
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He is already sworn" and obligated about it from Mount Sinai, 
i.e, he is obligated by Torah law to keep the halakhot of nazirite- 
ship, and therefore it is obvious that he may not drink wine from 
kiddush or havdala, as drinking the wine is required by rabbinic 
law (Rambam). 


Rather, it is like that’ which Rava said: If one said: I hereby take 
an oath that I will drink wine, and he then said:" I am hereby a 
nazirite, the naziriteship comes and applies" to the subject of 
his oath. Although drinking wine is a mitzva for him due to his 
oath, his naziriteship supersedes the previous oath and renders it 
prohibited for him to drink wine. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis also, isn’t the 
verse needed to prohibit to a nazirite wine that is consumed as a 
mitzva, just like wine whose consumption is optional? The 
Gemara answers: If that is so, let the verse say only “he shall 
abstain from wine” (Numbers 6:3). What is the purpose of the 
additional phrase “and strong drink”? Learn from it that the verse 
teaches two halakhot, that one is a full-fledged nazirite even if 
he accepted only one of the prohibitions of naziriteship, and 
that a nazirite is prohibited from drinking wine even when its 
consumption is a mitzva. 


The Gemara explains: And Rabbi Shimon could respond to this 
argument as follows: This is the reason that the verse writes 
“strong drink”: It is to teach a verbal analogy between “strong 
drink” written here and “strong drink” written with regard to 
entering and performing service in the Temple, as it is written 
that Aaron the priest was commanded: “Do not drink wine or 
strong drink, you nor your sons with you, when you go into the 
Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 10:9). This teaches: Just as with a 
nazirite, it is wine alone that is forbidden" but other beverages 
are not forbidden, so too, with regard to the Temple," it is wine 
that is forbidden to priests, but other intoxicating beverages are 


HALAKHA 


An oath that | will drink wine, and he then said, etc. — 


931 VIN IM TAWRXY maw: If one takes an oath tha 
will drink wine today and subsequently takes a nazi 
vow, the nazirite vow takes effect and supersedes 

oath, and it is therefore prohibited for him to drink w 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:11). 


It is wine alone that is forbidden — sort NTP: 
prohibited for a nazirite to consume wine or any prod 
that contains grape derivatives. However, it is permit 


he 
rite 
he 
ine 


tis 
uct 
ed 


for him to drink strong drinks made from figs or o 
produce (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:1). 


ner 


not forbidden to them. 


He is already sworn, etc. — 3) yaw Y7: This version of the 
Gemara text is difficult. The plain meaning of the Gemara seems 
to indicate that one is obligated from Mount Sinai to drink the 
wine from kiddush and havdala (Commentary on Nazir). This 
fits well with the version of the She‘iltot that states that there 
is a mitzva by Torah law to mention Shabbat over wine at its 
beginning, in kiddush, and at its end, during havdala. Accord- 
ing to this opinion, the Gemara refutes the possibility that the 
verse teaches that a nazirite is prohibited from drinking kiddush 
and havdala wine, and the early authorities of Ashkenaz ruled 
accordingly. A different interpretation, also based on this ver- 
sion of the text, is that just as the Gemara states that a nazirite 
cannot be viewed as beautiful if his naziriteship involves a 
ransgression (2b), the Torah would likewise have refrained from 
praising a nazirite if his vow meant he could not drink the wine 
of kiddush and havdala (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 

However, most commentaries reject these opinions, since it 
is evident from other sources that although kiddush is a mitzva 
by Torah law, the use of wine is by rabbinic law. This is certainly 
he case with regard to reciting havdala over wine. Furthermore, 
since one can recite kiddush over bread or fulfill the mitzva by 
istening to the kiddush of another individual, the drinking of 
kiddush wine cannot be seen as an act that is incumbent on one 
rom Mount Sinai and that should therefore be permitted to a 
nazirite. Consequently, many commentaries accept a different 
version of the text, attributed to Rabbeinu Tam, according to 
which the Gemara asks rhetorically: Is he already sworn from 
Mount Sinai? In other words, it is obvious that a nazirite may not 


NOTES 


drink the wine from kiddush or havdala, as there is no mitzva by 
Torah law to drink this wine. The Rosh and most commentaries 
explain the text in this manner. 

The Rambam, in his Responsa (120), explains the Gemara 
differently: It is obvious that the mitzva of kiddush over wine is 
by rabbinic law. The words: He is already sworn about it from 
Mount Sinai, refer not to the mitzvot of kiddush and havdala 
over wine, but to the prohibitions of naziriteship. The Gemara 
is then saying: If you say that this halakha teaches that a nazirite 
is prohibited from drinking kiddush wine, that is not a novelty, 
since kiddush is a rabbinic mitzva, whereas a nazirite is sworn 
by Torah law to uphold his vow of naziriteship. 


Rather it is like that, etc. — 13187 3 Kb: This version of the 
ext does not make sense according to the commentaries 
who explain that the nazirite is considered to have sworn from 
ount Sinai to perform kiddush and havdala with wine. The 
Rosh explains that according to that opinion, the word: Rather, 
should be omitted, as Rava’s statement is a continuation of 
he previous argument. The Gemara is then providing proof 
hat the prohibitions of naziriteship take precedence over the 
mitzva wine of kiddush and havdala, by demonstrating that 
he prohibitions of naziriteship take precedence over an oath 
o drink wine. However, others explain that according to these 
commentaries, although a nazirite is not prohibited from drink- 
ing the wine of kiddush and havdala, he is prohibited from 
drinking wine that he took an oath to drink (Meiri, citing Rashi; 
Commentary on Nazir; see Rashba). 


Naziriteship comes and applies, etc. - ^3) xbon DAV NNN: 
The Rashba, in his Responsa (4:109), explains the Gemara in 
the following manner: A nazirite vow prohibits the nazirite 
from consuming wine, and also takes effect with regard to 
the wine itself and causes the wine to be considered a forbid- 
den item vis-a-vis the nazirite. In this regard, a nazirite vow 
is similar to other vows, which render an item forbidden. By 
contrast, oaths create an obligation or a prohibition that applies 
to the person who took it (see Nedarim 2b). Consequently, even 
if the individual has already obligated himself to drink wine, 
since the wine itself becomes a forbidden item due to his 
nazirite vow, he may not fulfill his oath by drinking the wine. 
However, it is explained in the Meiri that a nazirite vow is like 
an oath in that it applies only to the individual, prohibiting 
him from consuming wine, but does not affect the status of 
the wine itself. The verse teaches that naziriteship overrides 
one’s earlier oath, as it is more inclusive and powerful than a 
regular oath. 


So too with regard to the Temple, etc. — 92 Wr a4 9X 
"131: This does not mean that a priest is permitted to perform 
the service when he is drunk from some other intoxicating 
beverage, since the Torah’s prohibition applies to all intoxi- 
cating drinks. Rather, one who drinks other beverages and 
proceeds to serve in the Temple is not liable to death at the 
hand of Heaven, which is the punishment reserved for one 
who performs the Temple service while drunk from wine (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 
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HALAKHA §=—W\————_———- 
Ate a dried fig from Ke’ila, etc. - 15) mbyp nya bors: A 
priest who becomes drunk from any intoxicating beverage is 
prohibited from entering the Temple. If he performed service 
in the Temple after drinking an intoxicating beverage other 
than wine, he is liable to receive lashes, though his service is 
valid. If he performed a service after drinking wine, his service 
is invalid and he is liable to death at the hand of Heaven. The 
halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:1). 


The verse taught that the prohibitions of a nazirite com- 
bine with each other - oy m ms wyaw wy pox by TY 
mt: All of the different types of grapes that are forbidden to a 

nazirite combine with each other to make up one measure- 
ment. For example, if a nazirite ate moist grapes with dried 

ones, unripe ones, grape seeds, or grape skins, and if he ate 

a total volume of an olive-bulk, he is liable to receive lashes. 
Similarly, if a nazirite drank a quarter-log of a mixture of wine 

and of vinegar made of wine, he receives lashes (Rambam 

Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:3). 


BACKGROUND 
A dried fig from Ke'ila - mp mPa: This refers to dried 
figs from the town of Ke'ila in Judea. Apparently, the figs in 
this area contained a high level of sugar. Other places in the 
Talmud tell of how honey would drip from the figs and fer- 
ment, turning into alcohol. 

Even without fermentation, ingesting a large amount of 
sugar can cause mild poisoning. This may be due to an inabil- 
ity of the liver to process a large amount of sugar fast enough. 
This causes feelings of nausea and dizziness similar to what 
one might feel after drinking hard liquor. 
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And this is to the exclusion of the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as 
itis taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: If one ate a dried 
fig from Keila,” and similarly if one drank honey or if one 
drank milk, which can dull the senses, and entered the Temple, 
he is liable for violating the prohibition against strong drink. 


The Gemara suggests a different reason for the inclusion of the 
term “strong drink,” according to Rabbi Shimon. If you wish, 
say instead that it is necessary because Rabbi Shimon does not 
generally accept the principle that a prohibition takes effect upon 
a preexisting prohibition." 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: One who eats 
an animal carcass‘ on Yom Kippur is exempt from the punish- 
ment of karet for eating on Yom Kippur. It is prohibited to eat an 
animal carcass, and therefore the additional prohibition against 
eating on Yom Kippur does not take effect with regard to it. The 
inclusion of the term “strong drink” alludes to the fact that with 
regard to naziriteship, a second prohibition does take effect. Con- 
sequently, if one took an oath not to drink wine and afterward 
vowed to be a nazirite, both prohibitions apply. 


The Gemara asks: And also according to the Rabbis, isn’t it 
written: “Anything that is made of the grapevine” (Numbers 
6:4), which seems to indicate, as stated by Rabbi Shimon, that 
one becomes a nazirite only if he vows to accept all the prohibi- 
tions of a nazirite? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis could have 
said to you: There the verse taught that the prohibitions of a 
nazirite combine with each other." In other words, if a nazirite 
eats less than an olive-bulk of both grape skins and grape seeds, 
but together they amount to an olive-bulk, he receives lashes for 
transgressing a Torah prohibition. 


The Gemara explains: And Rabbi Shimon does not interpret the 
verse in this manner because he does not hold that there is a need 
for the combination of quantities of different foods in order to 
render one liable to receive lashes, as it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Shimon says: Even the smallest quantity of forbidden 
food is sufficient to render one liable to receive lashes. The Sages 
stated the measurement of an olive-bulk only with regard to the 
obligation to bring an offering. Consequently, in the case of a 
nazirite, who is not obligated to bring a sin-offering if he inadver- 
tently eats grape products, there is no need for a special verse to 
teach that the different foods add up to the measurement of an 
olive-bulk. Therefore, the purpose of the verse must be to teach 
about the nature of a nazirite vow. 


NOTES 


Does not generally accept the principle that a prohibition 
takes effect upon a preexisting prohibition - 71D’ mb m 
ON by bn: The commentaries struggle to account for the 
relevance of this principle to the discussion. The Rid even con- 
cludes that the text of this entire section has been corrupted. 

It is explained in the Commentary on Nazir that the dis- 
cussion in the Gemara is referring to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion 
in the mishna. The Gemara is explaining that once one is 
prohibited by a vow from eating grape seeds, then a nazirite 
vow, which also prohibits him from eating such seeds, cannot 
take effect. 

Tosafot maintain that the Gemara is offering an alternative 
explanation as to what Rabbi Shimon learns from the term 


“strong drink” According to this explanation, although Rabbi 


Shimon generally holds that a prohibition does not take effect 
where another prohibition already exists, the extra term in the 
verse indicates that naziriteship is an exception to this principle. 
Consequently, if one took an oath not to drink wine, and then 


took a nazirite vow, and then drank wine, he is punished with 
lashes twice (Rabbeinu Peretz and Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 

The Rosh attributes an opposing explanation to Rabbeinu 
Tam: Rabbi Shimon learns from the term “strong drink” that 
if a nazirite drinks wine on Yom Kippur he is liable only for 
transgressing his vow of naziriteship but not for eating on 
Yom Kippur. This serves as the source for Rabbi Shimon's opin- 
ion that one prohibition does not take effect when there is a 
preexisting prohibition. 


One who eats an animal carcass, etc. - 131 ma baix: The 
commentaries explain that this halakha applies only if the 
animal died before Yom Kippur, in which case the prohibition 
against eating an animal carcass took effect before the prohibi- 
tion of eating on Yom Kippur took effect. If, however, it died 
on Yom Kippur itself, then he is liable for eating on Yom Kippur 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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MI SHNA If one said: I am hereby like Samson," like 
the son of Manoah, like the husband of 
Delilah, like the one who tore off" the doors of Gaza, like the 


one whose eyes were gouged out by the Philistines, he is a nazirite 
like Samson, whose halakhot are explained in the next mishna (see 


Judges, chapters 13-16). 
GEMA The Gemara asks: Why do I need the tanna 
to teach all these cases? It should be enough 
to state only the halakha where one says: Like Samson. The Gemara 
answers: These specifications are necessary because if one said only: 
I am hereby like Samson," I would say he was referring to another 
Samson, and this is not a nazirite vow. The tanna therefore teaches 
us that he adds: Like the son of Manoah, which shows he is referring 
to the biblical Samson. 


And if the tanna had taught that he said he would be: Like the 
son of Manoah, I would say there is some person who is called 
that name, Samson, son of Manoah, and this is not a reference to the 
biblical Samson and is not an acceptance of naziriteship. The tanna 
therefore teaches us that he adds: Like the husband of Delilah, or: 
Like the one who tore off the doors of Gaza, or: Like the one whose 
eyes were gouged out by the Philistines. It is therefore clear that he 
is referring to the biblical figure and that his statement is a vow of 
naziriteship. 


MI S H N A What is the difference between a permanent 


nazirite’ and a nazirite like Samson, both of 
whom remain nazirites forever? In the case of a permanent nazirite," 
if his hair grows too heavy for him, he lightens it by cutting 
some hair with a razor," and he then brings three animals" as a sin- 
offering, a burnt-offering, and a peace-offering, like one who com- 
pletes his term of naziriteship. And if he becomes ritually impure, 
he brings the offering for impurity brought by a regular nazirite 
who became impure. 


By contrast, in the case of a nazirite like Samson, if his hair grows 
heavy he may not lighten it, since he is entirely prohibited from 
cutting his hair. And if he becomes impure, he does not bring an 
offering for impurity. 


NOTES 


Like the one who tore off - py% 3: Tosafot explain that one 
who says that he will be like Samson or like the son of Manoah 
must add an additional identifying feature in order to clarify that 
he is referring to the Samson of the Bible, such as: The husband 
of Delilah, or: The one who tore off the doors of Gaza, or: The one 
whose eyes were gouged out by the Philistines. Rabbeinu Tam 
slightly emended the text of the mishna to reflect this point. 


Because if one said only: | am hereby like Samson — YTN NT 
}iwrawa: This indicates that one who says: I am like Samson, or even: 
| am like Samson, son of Manoah, without further specification, is 
not a nazirite unless he identified the biblical figure beyond any 
possible doubt. One doesn't have to mention all the examples 
listed in the mishna; any one of them suffices (Commentary on 
Nazir; Rabbeinu Tam). 

According to the Rid, if one simply said: | am like Samson, he 
is a nazirite like Samson. However, if he then explains that he had 
another Samson in mind, the court cannot compel him to adhere 
to the halakhot of a nazirite, whereas if he clearly identified the 
Samson of the Bible, then he is definitely a nazirite. The Rambam’s 
ruling indicates a similar understanding. By contrast, the Meiri 
slightly adjusts the text of the Gemara and explains that anyone 
who intended to become a nazirite and employed any one of the 
terms mentioned in the mishna has thereby taken a nazirite vow. 
This opinion is supported by the Jerusalem Talmud, where it is 
explained that not only does the explicit mention of Samson [Shim- 
shon] entail naziriteship, but the same is true even of substitute 
languages of his name, e.g., Shimshor and Shimshutz. 


What is the difference between a permanent nazirite, etc. — ma 
3) obiy 3 pa: The early commentaries point out that the tanna 


could have added another difference, i.e., that a vow of a nazirite 
like Samson cannot be dissolved, as explained below (14a). Tosafot 
explain that the tanna did not mention this difference because he 
was dealing with differences that apply specifically to nazirites, 
and a nazirite whose vow has been dissolved is not a nazirite (see 
Rabbeinu Todros, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


He lightens it by cutting some hair with a razor - wna Spm: 
Some commentaries explain that a permanent nazirite may trim 
his hair but may not completely shave it off. Their proof is the 
fact that Absalom, who is the paradigm of a permanent nazirite, 
was hung by his hair. This shows that his hair was not shaved off 
(Tosafot; Shita Mekubbetzet; Meiri). The Meiri adds that he may 
use only a razor but not scissors, so that he cuts it in an unusual 
manner. However, Rabbeinu Todros, cited in the Shita Mekub- 
betzet, says, citing Rabbi Eliezer of Metz that he may even shave 
his hair entirely, and the Rambam seems to agree. Needless to 
say, he must be careful not to transgress the prohibition against 
rounding off the corners of the head. Some commentaries hold 
that he may trim his hair once every thirty days (Commentary on 
Nazir), but the Rambam rules that he may do so only once every 
twelve months. 


And he then brings three animals - niana vow sani: Tosafot 
explain that a support for this halakha can be seen in the case of 
Absalom, as it is written that Absalom said that he was going to 
Hebron to “pay my vow" (Il Samuel 15:7), which implies the sacrifice 
of offerings. However, the halakha itself was transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai. Other commentaries write that this halakha cannot 
be derived from Absalom, since the verses can be explained in a 
manner that has no connection to naziriteship. 


HALAKHA 

| am hereby like Samson, etc. — 3) siwaws Y7: 
If one says: | am hereby a nazirite like Samson, or: 
| am like Delilah’s husband, or: | am like the son of 
Manoah, or: | am like the one who tore the doors off 
Gaza, or: | am like the one whose eyes were gouged 
out by the Philistines, he is a nazirite. Some authori- 
ties (Commentary on Nazir; Tosafot; Likkutei Halakhot) 
claim that one becomes a nazirite only if he said: | 
am like Samson, or: | am like Samson ben Manoah, 
and added a modifier, for example: Like the one who 
tore the doors off Gaza (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 3:15). 


Permanent nazirite - diy m: One who vowed 
to be a permanent nazirite may shave his hair once 
every twelve months if his hair gets too heavy. He 
then brings three animals as offerings. If he becomes 
impure he must bring an offering for his impurity and 
shave his head like a regular nazirite (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:12). 
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BACKGROUND 

The mishna is incomplete and is teaching the following - 
aop DM STEN on: This phrase, which appears extensively 

in the Gemara, does not indicate a proposal to emend the text 

of the mishna. Rather, the addition mentioned in the Gemara is 

an elaboration upon that which is written in the mishna, which 

is unclear as written. The addition facilitates understanding of 
the mishna. 


NOTES 

One who says: | am hereby a permanent nazirite - 1x7 
Dohiy P: Some commentaries add that one is also a per- 
manent nazirite if he says that he will be like Absalom, son 
of David. The Gemara does not mention this case because 
not everyone knows that Absalom was a permanent nazirite, 
whereas Samson is famous for his naziriteship (Rabbeinu Azriel, 
cited in Shita Mekubbetzet; see Meiri). 


Perek I 
Daf4 Amud b 


NOTES = =— 
The prohibitions of naziriteship apply — son TAMA: A similar 
question appears in the parallel discussion in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. The Gemara there infers from the mishna that although 
a nazirite like Samson does not have to bring an offering if he 
becomes impure from a corpse, he is liable to receive lashes. 


HALAKHA 
A nazirite like Samson is permitted to become impure from 
a corpse — ond xnav saw yiwiaw P: It is prohibited for a 
nazirite like Samson to drink wine and to cut his hair, but he 
may become impure from a corpse. This halakha is learned 
by tradition, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:13). 
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GEMA The Gemara asks: Who mentioned 

anything about a permanent nazirite? 
Since the mishna has not yet mentioned this concept, how can 
it analyze the differences between it and a nazirite like Samson? 
The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and is teaching 
the following:® In the case of one who says: I am hereby a 
permanent nazirite," he is a permanent nazirite. What is the 
difference between a permanent nazirite and a nazirite like 
Samson? In the case of a permanent nazirite, if his hair grows 
too heavy for him, he lightens it with a razor and he then brings 
three animals for offerings. And if he becomes ritually impure, 
he brings the offering for impurity. In the case of a nazirite 
like Samson, if his hair grows heavy he may not lighten it with 
a razor, 


but he does not bring the offering for impurity. 


The Gemara comments: From the words: But if he becomes 
impure he does not bring an offering for impurity, one can infer 
that it is the offering that he does not bring. However, all of the 
prohibitions of naziriteship apply" to him, and it is prohibited 
for him to become impure from a corpse. 


This leads to the following question: Whose opinion is expressed 
in the mishna? It is not the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and not 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda says: A nazirite like Samson is permitted to become 
impure from a corpse" ab initio, as we find with Samson that 
he became impure. Rabbi Shimon says: One who says he will 
be a nazirite like Samson has not said anything, since we do 
not find with Samson that an utterance of a vow of naziriteship 
left his mouth. Samson never took a vow to be a nazirite. He 
received his status from the angel's instructions to his mother 
(see Judges 13:5). Consequently, Rabbi Shimon holds that one 
who vows to be a nazirite like Samson is not considered to have 
taken a nazirite vow. 


The Gemara explains the question: Whose opinion is expressed 
in the mishna? If it is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t he 
say that it is permitted for a nazirite of this kind to become 
impure from a corpse even ab initio, but the mishna teaches: 
If he becomes impure, which indicates that he is prohibited 
from doing so ab initio? However, if you say that the mishna is 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, didn’t he say that 
naziriteship does not apply to him at all? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and a nazirite like Samson may 
become impure from a corpse even ab initio. And since it teaches 
with regard to a permanent nazirite: If he becomes impure, as 
it is prohibited for a permanent nazirite to become impure from 
a corpse ab initio, the tanna also taught the same expression with 
regard to a nazirite like Samson and used the expression: If he 
becomes impure. 
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§ The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Shimon disagree with regard to the issue that is the subject of the 
dispute between these tanna’im, as we learned in a baraita: Ifone 
says: This object is hereby forbidden to me like a firstborn," 
Rabbi Ya’akov prohibits the individual from deriving benefit from 
the object, as he holds that a vow of this sort is valid. And Rabbi 
Yosei permits it, because the sanctity ofa firstborn is not the result 
of a vow or sanctification. Rather, it is sacred of its own accord, and 
therefore its forbidden status cannot be extended by means of a vow 
to other items. 


What, is it not the case that Rabbi Yehuda holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Ya’akov, who said that in order for a vow 
to take effect, we do not require one to extend the forbidden status 
of an item rendered forbidden by means of a vow? Consequently, 
just as one can render an object forbidden by extending to it the 
sanctity of a firstborn animal, one can become a nazirite by accept- 
ing upon himself the status of Samson, whose prohibitions were 
not established by a vow. And Rabbi Shimon holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that in order for a vow 
to take effect, we do require one to extend the forbidden status of 
an item rendered forbidden by means of a vow. Consequently, one 
cannot become a nazirite by accepting upon himself the status of 
Samson. 


The Gemara responds: No, it can be explained that everyone 
agrees" that we require one to extend the forbidden status of an 
item rendered forbidden by means of a vow." And according to 
Rabbi Ya'akov, the halakha is different with regard to a firstborn, 
as it is written about this in the verse pertaining to vows: “When 
a man vows a vow to the Lord” (Numbers 30:3). This comes to 
include the firstborn and teach that since the firstborn is conse- 
crated, its status is comparable to animals designated as offerings 
by means of a vow, and one can extend its forbidden status to 
another item. 


And Rabbi Yosei could have said to you in response that he needs 
that expression: “To the Lord,” to include a sin-offering and a 
guilt-offering. One may not obligate himself to bring these offer- 
ings by means of a vow. They are brought only when one becomes 
liable due to a transgression. Nevertheless, one can take a vow by 
extending to another item the forbidden status of a sin-offering or 
guilt-offering. 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Yosei’s explanation: And what did 
you see that indicated to you to include a sin-offering and a 
guilt-offering and to exclude a firstborn? The Gemara answers: I 
include a sin-offering and a guilt-offering," as one grants conse- 
crated status to the animals designated for these offerings by means 
of a vow, i.e. the act of designating specific animals for these offer- 
ings is comparable to taking a vow. And I exclude a firstborn, as 
one does not grant it consecrated status by means of a vow. 


And Rabbi Ya’akov could have said to you in response: Also in the 
case of a firstborn, one grants it consecrated status by means of a 
vow, as it is taught in a baraita: The Sages of the house of our 
Rabbi, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, said: From where is it derived 
that when a firstborn male animal is born in one’s herd," there is 
a mitzva for him to consecrate it, although it is consecrated from 
the time it is born? As it is stated: “All firstborns males that are born 
to your herd and to your flock you shall sanctify” (Deuteronomy 
15:19). 


And Rabbi Yosei could have said to you in response: Granted that 
there is a mitzva to consecrate it. But ifhe does not consecrate it, 
is it not consecrated of its own accord? Since a firstborn is forbid- 
den principally because of its inherent sanctity and not because of 
a vow, one cannot express a vow by extending a firstborn’s forbidden 
status to another item. 


HALAKHA 


This object is hereby prohibited to me like a firstborn - 
i245 by ‘nm: If one declares an object forbidden to him- 
self like a firstborn animal, it is permitted for him to use 
the object. The forbidden status of a firstborn cannot be 
extended to other items because its forbidden status is not 
initiated by man. This is consistent with the principle that 
the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion 
when he disagrees with a colleague (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nedarim 1:13). 


We require one to extend the forbidden status of an item 
rendered forbidden by a vow - 137 137 ya: The basic 
vow stated in the Torah refers to a statement through which 
one renders an item forbidden to himself by extending 
to it the forbidden status of another item that is already 
forbidden by a vow. An example is in the case of one who 
says: This is forbidden to me like an offering, as the process 
of consecrating an animal as an offering is a type of vow 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 2041-2). 


| include a sin-offering and a guilt-offering — 3% maa 
DNI MXwM: If one says: This food is like a sin-offering to 
me, or: This food is like a guilt-offering to me, the food 
is forbidden to him. A sin-offering and guilt-offering are 
comparable to items forbidden by a vow. Although one 
cannot voluntarily vow to bring these offerings, he can ren- 
der himself liable to bring them by vowing to be a nazirite. 
All the more so can one can take a vow by extending the 
forbidden status of other offerings, such as a burnt-offering 
or a peace-offering, which one can volunteer to bring viaa 
vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:10). 


When a firstborn animal is born in one’s herd, etc. — Dib 
nD iY Jina 13 4: It is a mitzva to pronounce one’s 
firstborn kosher animal to be consecrated, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. However, if one 
failed to consecrate his firstborn animal, it is consecrated 
automatically (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 306:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Firstborn — 7i3a: The firstborn male offspring of a cow, 
sheep, or goat belonging to a Jew is consecrated from birth. 
It must be given to a priest to be sacrificed on the altar in the 
Temple, and its meat is then eaten by the priests and their 
families (Numbers 18:17-18). If a firstborn animal develops 
a physical blemish that disqualified it from being sacrificed 
as an offering, it may be slaughtered and eaten like any 
other non-sacred kosher animal. Nevertheless, it still has to 
be given to a priest. 

It is prohibited to intentionally inflict a disqualifying 
blemish on a firstborn animal, and it may not be used for 
any mundane purpose even if it is blemished. It is prohibited 
to work the animal, and its fleece may not be used. Since 
the destruction of the Second Temple, a firstborn animal 
continues to be considered consecrated. However, since it 
cannot be sacrificed in the Temple and it may be slaugh- 
tered only if it has a marked disqualifying blemish, various 
halakhic devices are employed to restrict the classification 
of animals as firstborn and to permit their slaughter as non- 
sacred animals after they acquire disqualifying blemishes. 


NOTES =———___—_—__- 
That everyone agrees, etc. - 13) xoy aT: Two explana- 
tions of this passage are offered by the Meiri. According 
to one opinion, the term everyone includes all the Sages 
mentioned in this passage, i.e. Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Shimon, 
Rabbi Ya'akov, and Rabbi Yosei. This assumes that Samson 
is considered to have been rendered a nazirite through a 
vow (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Peretz; Rosh; Rabbeinu Azriel, cited 
in Shita Mekubbetzet). Alternatively, everyone includes only 
Rabbi Ya'akov and Rabbi Yosei. However, Rabbi Yehuda, who 
argues that a vow takes effect if one declares that he will 
be a nazirite like Samson, holds that one can extend the 
forbidden status of an item whose own forbidden status 
was not caused by a vow (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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NOTES 

With regard to a nazirite as well, etc. — %23 712 "33 
^a: The Gemara’s question is as follows: Since the 
verse states “to the Lord,’ why is it necessary for one 
o extend the forbidden status of an item forbidden 
by a vow (Commentary on Nazir)? According to this 
opinion, the Gemara’s question applies to both Rabbi 
Ya'akov and Rabbi Yosei. Josafot explain that the ques- 
ion is referring to Rabbi Ya'akov’s opinion, and just as 
he holds that the phrase “to the Lord,’ written with 
regard to a regular vow, includes a firstborn, here too, 
it should include a nazirite like Samson with regard 
o naziriteship. 


| never ate the guilt-offering of a ritually impure 
nazirite — KAY M DWN Tha% x: The reason for this 
policy was that he was concerned that many people 
who took nazirite vows did so impetuously. In the case 
of one who became impure and would therefore have 
to start his term of naziriteship from the beginning, 
there was even greater concern that he would regret 
his initial vow. Since regret can serve as a basis for nulli- 
fying a vow, Shimon Halzaddik considered the nazirite 
vow as though it were almost nullified, in which case 
the offering would be unnecessary and invalid. 


And sought to drive me, etc. - ^3) ated wpa: It 
is explained in the Meiri on tractate Nedarim (9b) that 
once the youth realized how beautiful he was, his evil 
inclination tempted him with lust for women. The 
explanation found in the Arukh is that the evil inclina- 
tion tempted him to engage in homosexual relations. 
According to the Maharsha on tractate Nedarim (9b), 
when this person perceived his own beauty, he con- 
sidered it beneath his dignity to continue working as a 
lowly shepherd, despite the fact that abandoning this 
work would cause dishonor to his parents. By contrast, 
some commentaries maintain that he was tempted to 
worship himself, as a form of idolatry (Rabbeinu Azriel 
and Ritz, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


And was Samson not a nazirite — m3 m7 xb pwn: 

In other words, although Samson himself did not take 
a nazirite vow, perhaps his father understood from 

the angel that he must declare his son a nazirite, as 
the Gemara (28b) explains that one can take a nazirite 
vow on behalf of his son (Tosafot). Alternately, per- 
haps Samson decided to accept his naziriteship upon 

himself in the form of a vow (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in 

Shita Mekubbetzet). 


For the child shall be a nazirite, etc. - why m2 
13) Wat mA: Some commentaries claim that Rab- 
beinu Azriel had a slightly different version of this text, 
in which the Gemara cites a verse spoken by Samson 
himself: “For | am a nazirite to God” (Judges 16:17). This 
indicates that he was a proper nazirite. These commen- 
taries reject this explanation however, since here too, 
Samson is not uttering a vow but merely recounting 
what the angel said to his mother. 


BACKGROUND 
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The Gemara asks: Both Rabbi Yaakov and Rabbi Yosei agree that 
the phrase “to the Lord” indicates that one can take a vow by 
associating the object of his vow with an item whose prohibition 
does not stem from a vow. With regard to a nazirite as well," isn’t 
it written: “Shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite, to con- 
secrate himself to the Lord” (Numbers 6:2)? Why doesn’t Rabbi 
Shimon derive from this verse that one can become a nazirite by 
accepting the naziriteship of Samson, despite the fact that Samson 
did not accept his naziriteship by means of a vow? 


The Gemara answers: That phrase is required by him for that 
which is taught in a baraita: Shimon HaTzaddik’ said: In all my 
days as a priest, I never ate the guilt-offering ofa ritually impure 
nazirite," apart from the offering of one man who came to me 
from the South,’ who had beautiful eyes and a fine countenance, 
and his locks were arranged in curls. I said to him: My son, 
what did you see to become a nazirite, which would force you 
to destroy this beautiful hair, as a nazirite must cut off all his 
hair at the conclusion of his term? 


He said to me: I was a shepherd for my father in my town, and 

I went to draw water from the spring, and I looked at my reflec- 
tion in the water. And my evil inclination quickly rose against 

me and sought to drive me" from the world. I said to my evil 

inclination: Empty one! For what reason are you proud in a 

world that is not yours, as your end is to be maggots and worms 

when you die. I swear by the Temple service that I will become a 

nazirite and shave you for the sake of Heaven. 


Shimon HaTzaddik relates: When I heard his response, I arose 
and kissed him on his head, and said to him: May there be more 
nazirites like you in Israel," whose intentions are noble, and 
who would not regret their vow of naziriteship even if they became 
impure. With regard to you the verse states: “When either a 
man or a woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite, 
to consecrate himself to the Lord” (Numbers 6:2). The verse 
speaks of a vow that is not undertaken out of anger or spite, but 
purely for the sake of God. The phrase “to the Lord” in this context 
means: For the sake of Heaven. It cannot be used to teach that 
if one declares his intention to become a nazirite like Samson, 
his statement constitutes a nazirite vow. 


The Gemara challenges the assumption that Samson’s naziriteship 
was not accepted through a vow: And was Samson nota nazirite" 
whose naziriteship was accepted by a vow? Isn’t it written: “For 
the child shall be a nazirite’ of God from the womb” (Judges 
13:5)? The Gemara answers: There it was the angel who spoke. 
Samson’s nazirite status did not stem from a vow uttered by a 
human being. 


PERSONALITIES 


The South — 0179: This is a reference to the southern 
part of Eretz Yisrael. In the time of Shimon Halzaddik, 
when most of the Jewish population of Eretz Yisrael 
was in Judea, the South was a term for the southern 
part of that region, south of Hebron and adjacent to 
the northern border of Edom. 
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Shimon HaTzaddik - g7 ipraw: Shimon HaTzaddik, or Shimon 
the righteous, is the first Sage mentioned in the chain of transmis- 
sion in tractate Avot (1:2). He is described there as one of the rem- 
nants of the Great Assembly. According to Josephus, his full name 
was Shimon ben Honyo ben Yadua. Based on the few mentions 
of him in the Talmud, it seems that he was the High Priest during 
the beginning of Greek rule in Eretz Yisrael and was the one who 
received Alexander of Macedon when he came to conquer Eretz 
Yisrael. Several tales are told about him in Josephus's Antiquities, 
and he is praised at the end of the book of Ben Sira. It is possible 


hat ben Sira had contact with Shimon HaTzaddik. That book also 
describes how Shimon HaTzaddik came out of the Holy of Holies 
on Yom Kippur, a description later inserted into the liturgy of Yom 
ippur. Ben Sira further relates how Shimon Halzaddik rebuilt the 
ruins of Jerusalem and initiated the building of the walls of the 
Temple. He is lauded in the Jerusalem Talmud for his righteous- 
ness and piety, and the Josefta (Sota 13:8) states that after him the 
priests in the Temple would no longer say God's ineffable name in 
he priestly blessing, since the Sages did not think that the people 
were worthy of it. 


HALAKHA 


May there be more nazirites like you in Israel, etc. — 1a» Jpn 
310): If one undertakes a vow in order to improve his charac- 
ter and correct his ways, it is considered praiseworthy. Examples 
of this include: A glutton who renders meat forbidden to him, 
a drunkard who takes a vow rendering wine forbidden to him, 


and one who is proud of his beauty and undertakes nazirite- 
ship. However, it is inadvisable to take many vows. It is preferable 
to improve one's character without the use of a vow (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 13:23-24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 203:7). 
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The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that Samson 
became impure from corpses? If we say it is from the fact that 
it is written: “And Samson said: With the jawbone of an ass," I 
smote a thousand men” (Judges 15:16), perhaps he thrust the 
jawbone at them" but did not touch them, and he remained pure. 


Rather, it is derived from here: “And he smote thirty men of 
them, and took their garments” (Judges 14:19). Since he stripped 

the clothes off the dead he must have come into contact with them. 
The Gemara counters: Perhaps he stripped them first and after- 
ward killed them. The Gemara responds: It is written: “And he 

smote...and took,” in that order, indicating that first he killed 

them and then he took their clothing. 


The Gemara asks: But perhaps he mortally wounded them and 
thereby caused them to be in the process of dying,’ and he then 
took their clothes before they died so that he would not touch 
their corpses. Rather, it must be concluded that it is learned as a 
tradition’ that Samson would become impure from corpses. 


§ The Gemara clarifies a halakha taught in the mishna: And 
where is the concept of a permanent nazirite written?" As it 
is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Absalom was 
a permanent nazirite, as it is stated: “And it came to pass at 
the end of forty years, that Absalom said to the king: I pray to 
you, let me go and pay my vow," which I have vowed to the 
Lord, in Hebron”" (11 Samuel 15:7). And he cut his hair once 
every twelve months, as it is stated: “And when he polled his 
head, now it was at every year’s [yamim] end that he polled 
it; because the hair was heavy on him” (11 Samuel 14:26). 


NOTES 


With the jawbone of an ass, etc. = 131 Want mba: The Rosh 
explains that this suggestion can easily be countered by saying 
that since Samson acted in self-defense, as the Philistines came 
to kill him, he was certainly permitted to become impure. He 
explains that the Gemara raises this possibility only as an intro- 
duction to the second, more persuasive answer. 


He thrust [garuyei garei] the jawbone at them — 1713 73 7773: 
Samson did not kill them through direct contact but by throwing 
the bone at each one like an arrow, as the Aramaic word for arrow, 
geira, is very similar to the phrase here, garuyei garei (Tosafot). 
Others, following an alternative version of the text, explain that 
he cut them with the jawbone (Commentary on Nazir) or he 
struck them with it but did not touch them (Arukh). 


Caused them to be in the process of dying — jaw pois: Even 
according to the opinion that it is prohibited for a nazirite to 
touch someone who is dying, it is possible to explain that the 
Gemara here does not mean that the Philistines were actually in 
the final stages of dying when Samson touched them. It is also 
possible to differentiate between someone who is dying at the 
hands of a man and someone who is dying from natural causes, 
and perhaps a nazirite is prohibited from touching only the latter 
(Rosh; see Josafot). 


It is learned as a tradition - ay oyna KVA: Tosafot explain that 
it is a tradition that Samson actually killed the Philistines before 
removing their garments. Alternatively, the Maharatz Hayyut 
explains that there is a tradition that it was permitted for Samson 


to become impure from the dead. This is also implied by the 
Rambam. 


And where is the concept of a permanent nazirite written - 
DININI oriy ‘yin: The basic concept of a permanent nazirite 
does not require a source. Just as one can undertake a vow of 
naziriteship for a particular length of time, he can vow to be a 
nazirite forever. Rather, the verses cited by the Gemara serve 
to teach the details of the halakhot of this type of nazirite. It is 
explained in the Commentary on Nazir that the Gemara is ask- 
ing about the source for the halakha that a permanent nazirite 
can cut his hair and bring offerings even while he is a nazirite. 
According to Rabbeinu Peretz, the Gemara is discussing the fact 
hat a permanent nazirite may shorten his hair. This is different 
from a regular nazirite, who may not cut his hair at all during the 
erm of his naziriteship, and when his term is completed he must 
shave off all of his hair. 


My vow = 713k: Tosafot explain that according to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, a generic vow refers to a nazirite vow, which is especially 
ogical in light of the fact that Absalom grew his hair. Another 
explanation is that the Sages apparently had a tradition that 
his vow of Absalom’s was that of a permanent nazirite (Meiri). 


n Hebron - jnana: The plain meaning of the verse is that he 
went to Hebron to fulfill his vow. The Gemara (Jemura 14b) asks 
how he could have gone to Hebron to bring offerings. The con- 
clusion of the Gemara there is that this was during the period 
when it was permitted to bring offerings on private altars. 
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HALAKHA 


So too here, the term yamim means twelve months - 
WTN Wy DW [xD 9X: A permanent nazirite may trim 

his hair with a razor once every twelve months if 
it becomes too heavy for him, as derived from 

the case of Absalom (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 3:12). 


NOTES 

Once every thirty days - Dĵ’ owes minx: Some 
explain that the dispute cited in the baraita pertains 
only to the conduct of Absalom. However, with regard 
to the halakha itself, they all agree that a permanent 
nazirite may cut his hair once a month (Commentary 
on Nazir). Others explain that it is unlikely that they 
would have argued only about the case of Absalom. 
Rather, the dispute pertains to the halakhot of a per- 
manent nazirite in general, and the case of Absalom 
is cited only as evidence (Mishne LaMelekh). The state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in the Jerusalem Talmud 
seems to support this conclusion. 


As we find that the sons of kings — 233 yn jaw 
wn: In other words, it is known that the custom 
of princes is to have their hair cut on a weekly basis. 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, points out 
that this is referring only to the king's sons, whereas 
the king himself cuts his hair every day. Other com- 
mentaries add that although the verse states that his 
hair was heavy for him, and hair does not grow that 
much in a week, since a prince is used to cutting his 
hair every week, if he were to fail to do so his hair 
would feel heavy to him. 


BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy — mW mp: This is a fundamental 
talmudic principle of biblical interpretation, appearing 
in all standard lists of exegetical principles. Ifthe same 
word or phrase appears in two places in the Torah, 
and a certain halakha is explicitly stated in one of 
hese places, it may be inferred on the basis of a verbal 
analogy that the same halakha must apply in the other 
case as well. Consequently, the inferences drawn on 
he basis of verbal analogy rely on verbal identity 
rather than on conceptual similarity. For example, the 
Torah states, concerning those convicted of certain 
ypes of sorcery: “Shall surely be put to death; they 
shall stone them with stones; their blood shall be 
upon them” (Leviticus 20:27). Since this verse uses 
he expression “their blood shall be upon them” when 
speaking of death by stoning, the Talmud infers by 
verbal analogy that in all cases where this expression 
is used, capital punishment is to be inflicted by ston- 
ing. Generally, inferences are drawn through verbal 
analogy only if the same word or phrase appears in 
both of the verses being compared, although a verbal 
analogy is occasionally drawn even if the words being 
compared are not identical, provided that their mean- 
ings are similar. 
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And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derives the meaning of the term 
yamim stated with regard to Absalom based upon a verbal anal- 
ogy from the word yamim that appears in the context of houses 
of walled cities, where it states: “For a full year [yamim] he shall 
have the right of redemption” (Leviticus 25:29). Just as there, in 
the case of walled cities, the term yamim means twelve months, 
as the verse states immediately afterward: “Within the space of 
a full year” (Leviticus 25:30), so too here, in the case of Absalom, 
the term yamim means twelve months." 


Rabbi Nehorai says: Absalom cut his hair once every 
thirty days." Rabbi Yosei says: He cut his hair from one 
Shabbat eve to another Shabbat eve, as we find that the 
sons of kings" cut their hair from one Shabbat eve to another 
Shabbat eve. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi? He derives the meaning of the verse concerning 
Absalom from the verse concerning houses of walled cities. But 
isn’t it Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself who said that one may 
not redeem his house until it has been in the buyer’s possession 
for at least two days, as the word yamim does not refer to fewer 
than two days? This demonstrates that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
understands the word yamim in the case of walled city houses 
as referring to a period of two days rather than a year. How 
then can he employ a verbal analogy from houses of walled 
cities to derive that the word yamim in the case of Absalom 
indicates a period of twelve months? 


The Gemara answers: He learned this verbal analogy’ because 
the verse states that Absalom would trim his hair due to its 
weight (11 Samuel 14:26), and in two days there is no significant 
weight added to the hair. Consequently, the term yamim cannot 
be understood to mean two days in the case of Absalom. 


The Gemara asks: But say that yamim means two years, as it is 
written: “And it came to pass at the end of two years of days 
[yamim]” (Genesis 41:1). The Gemara rejects this: We derive 
the meaning of the term yamim in a case where it does not have 
the term years mentioned with it, as in the case of Absalom, 
from another usage of the term yamim that does not have the 
term years mentioned with it, i.e., the verse about houses of 
walled cities. And this usage of the term yamim that does have 
the term years mentioned with it will not prove otherwise. 


The Gemara asks: But say that yamim means thirty days, as it is 
written: “But a month of days [yamim]” (Numbers 11:20). The 
Gemara rejects this: We derive the meaning of the term yamim 
in a case where it does not have the term months mentioned 
with it from another usage of the term yamim that does not 
have the term months mentioned with it. And this usage of the 
term yamim that does have the term months mentioned with 
it will not prove otherwise. 


The Gemara asks: But say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi should 
have derived the meaning of the term yamim from here: “The 
daughters of Israel went from time to time [yamim yamima] to 
lament the daughter of Jephthah the Gileadite four days ina year” 
(Judges 11:40). This teaches that the daughters of Israel would 
go four times a year, each time for one day, to lament her, in 
which case yamim yamima means once every three months. The 
Gemara rejects this: We derive the meaning of the term yamim 
from another usage of the term yamim, and we do not derive 
the meaning of the term yamim from a case where the word 
yamim is used in conjunction with the term yamima. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: And what is the difference between 
yamim and yamima? Didn't the school of Rabbi Yishmael teach 
a verbal analogy with regard to leprosy of houses between the 
words “and the priest shall return [veshav]” (Leviticus 14:39) and 
the words “and the priest shall come [uva]” (Leviticus 14:44)? 
It is derived from this that just as this is the halakha with regard 
to returning, i.e., the priest returns after seven days, this is the 
halakha with regard to coming, which is also after seven days. Just 
as the Hebrew words veshav and uva can be used in a verbal analogy, 
certainly two words with a less pronounced variation, i.e., yamim 
and yamima, can be used to teach a verbal analogy. 


The Gemara responds: This applies only where there are no terms 
that are identical to it. However, where there are terms that are 
identical to it, we derive the meaning of a term from the usage of 
terms that are identical to it rather than from the usage of terms 
that are merely similar. 


Some say that the reason the halakha is not derived from yamim 
yamima is because the time period to which it refers is unclear: 
From where do we know that they would lament Jephthah’s 
daughter once every three months, at fixed intervals? Perhaps 
they would lament her four times a year, in irregular intervals. 
Alternatively, it might have taken place in regular but uneven 
intervals, e.g., after four months they would visit one time," and 
then after two months they would visit one time, and then they 
would visit again after a four-month interval and again after a 
two-month interval. 


It was taught in the baraita that Rabbi Nehorai says that Absalom 
cut his hair once every thirty days. The Gemara explains the basis 
for this opinion: What is the reason that with regard to priests," 
the halakha is that they must cut their hair every thirty days? It is 
because after that interval there is noticeable weight to the hair. 
Here, too, in the case of Absalom, there is noticeable weight after 
this period of time has passed, and it is clear that Absalom cut his 
hair due to its weight, as it is stated: “Because the hair was heavy 
on him, therefore he polled it” (11 Samuel 14:26). 


It was taught in the baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: Absalom cut his 
hair from one Shabbat eve to another Shabbat eve, as the sons of 
kings would cut their hair every Shabbat eve. The Gemara asks: If 
so, what difference is there between Absalom, who was a nazirite, 
and the rest of his brothers," King David’s sons, who also cut their 
hair once a week? 


NOTES 


After four months they would visit one time - 17 pry mya 
saat: The logic here is that they would travel more frequently 
in the summer, since it is harder to leave the house during the 
winter months (Leket HaKotzerim). Some manuscripts and other 
sources do not contain this sentence. 


What is the reason that with regard to priests, etc. - »x12 
^3) DTD 93 KYY: The early commentaries point out that 
the halakha that priests must cut their hair once a month is 
not explicitly stated in the Bible, which merely says: “And they 
will not let their locks grow long" (Ezekiel 44:20). Rather, it is 
derived through a verbal analogy between a verse pertaining to 
a priest and one concerning a nazirite (see Ta'anit 17a): Since an 
unspecified term of naziriteship is thirty days, it is derived that 
a priest cuts his hair every thirty days. That being the case, why 
does the Gemara derive that a permanent nazirite cuts his hair 
every thirty days based upon the halakha that applies to a priest, 
rather than deriving this halakha directly from its source, which 
is the case of an unspecified term of naziriteship? 


Tosafot answer that Rabbi Nehorai preferred to derive the 
halakhot of a permanent nazirite from the case of a priest, 
whose sanctity is also permanent, rather than from the tem- 
porary sanctity of an ordinary nazirite. Other commentaries 
explain that this halakha cannot be derived from a regular 
nazirite, since he cuts his hair only because his term of nazirite- 
ship is completed. Rabbi Nehorai must derive the halakha from 
the case of priests, who cut their hair every month despite the 
fact that they retain their sanctity for longer than a month 
(Rosh; Rabbeinu Peretz; Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekub- 
betzet). Another reason given is that cutting the hair of a per- 
manent nazirite resembles cutting the hair of a priest, since 
neither of them entirely shave off their hair. A regular nazirite, 
however, must shave his entire head (Rabbeinu Todros, cited 
in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


What difference is there between Absalom and the rest 
of his brothers — *7ints aed MPA KDN N: Tosafot point 
out that there is an obvious difference between them, as only 


Absalom was required to bring offerings when he cut his hair. 
They answer that this question is referring to a difference with 
regard to cutting hair, as the Torah indicates that Absalom grew 
his hair longer than most people grew their hair. The Rosh notes 
hat there were other differences even in the manner in which 
hey were permitted to cut their hair, as Absalom was permitted 
o use only a razor while they were permitted to use scissors. 
Furthermore, he was allowed only to trim his hair, whereas they 
were allowed to cut it all off if they so desired. He explains that 
he Gemara is referring to his brothers’ usual manner of cutting 
heir hair, since they customarily used a razor and did not cut 
off all their hair. With regard to the observation of Tosafot, that 
an obvious difference is that only Absalom brought offerings 
when he cut his hair, the Rosh and Rabbeinu Azriel explain that 
when the Gemara states that Absalom was permitted to cut his 
hair only in the evening, it means to say that he was permitted 
to cut his hair only if he had already brought his offerings. 
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HALAKHA 


Unspecified naziriteship lasts for thirty days - mvn onp 
oY avy: One who takes a nazirite vow without further 
specification becomes a nazirite for thirty days (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:1). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Mattana — 3m2 27: Rav Mattana was among the sec- 
ond generation of amora’im in Babylonia. He was one of the 
important disciples of Shmuel, as we find his teacher asking 
him for help understanding a certain point. Rav Mattana 
also quotes teachings in the name of Rav. For a while he 
ived in the city of Paponya, where he occupied himself 
with the dissemination of Torah. Third-generation amora‘im 
quote halakhic and aggadic teachings in his name, and 
here are also teachings in his name in the midrashim from 
Eretz Yisrael. 


Bar Padda - x75 33: Bar Padda is the Sage Rabbi Yehuda 
bar Pedaiah, the son of bar Kappara’s sister. He was among 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s younger disciples. Rabbi Yehuda 
bar Pedaiah was among the Sages of the South, living in 
he region of Judea. He may have lived in the town of Lod. 
All of the great second- and third-generation amora’im in 
Eretz Yisrael studied under his tutelage, and some of his 
eachings are quoted by Sages such as Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi, Rabbi Yohanan, and Reish Lakish. His contribu- 
ions to halakha and aggada are found throughout both 
he Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud and in 
midrashim. 


LANGUAGE 

Numerical value [gimatriyya] — 1123: Derived from the 
Greek yewpetpia, geometria, which means measurement 
or calculation in general, although the term was later des- 
ignated for a specific type of calculation, geometry. In rab- 
binic literature, it also refers to mathematical calculations 
in general, although it most commonly refers to tabulating 
the numerical values of the letters in a word. 
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NOTES 


The Gemara answers: There is a difference between them 
with regard to a Festival that occurs in the middle of the 
week, as his brothers would cut their hair in honor of the 
Festival, whereas he would not cut his hair. Alternatively, the 
difference between them concerns cutting hair on the morning 
of Shabbat eve. His brothers would cut their hair at that hour, 
whereas he would not cut his hair until the evening, shortly 
before Shabbat. 


Having mentioned in 4b the verse “and it came to pass at the end 
of forty years, that Absalom said unto the king” (11 Samuel 15:7), 
the Gemara asks: With regard to these forty years, what is their 
purpose in this discussion," i.e., to what time period do they 
refer? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Nehorai says in the name 
of Rabbi Yehoshua: It is referring to the end of forty years, 
since the Jewish people requested for themselves a king" in the 
days of Samuel (see 1 Samuel, chapter 8). It was taught: That 
year when they requested for themselves a king was the tenth 
year of the leadership of Samuel the Ramathite. 


MI S H NA In the case of unspecified naziriteship, 


where one does not state how long he 

wishes to be a nazirite, the term lasts for thirty days." 
GEMA The Gemara asks: From where are 
these matters derived," that an unspeci- 


fied naziriteship is thirty days? In answer to this question, Rav 
Mattana’ said: The verse states with regard to a nazirite: “He 
shall be [yihye] holy” (Numbers 6:5), and the numerical value 
[gimatriyya]' of the letters of the word yihye" is thirty. 


Bar Padda’ said: The number of days of an unspecified nazirite- 
ship corresponds to the number of appearances of the words 
“nazirite,’ “his naziriteship,’’ and similar terms that are stated 
in the Torah in the chapter of naziriteship (Numbers, chap- 
ter 6): Thirty less one times. So too, an unspecified term of 
naziriteship is twenty-nine days. 


The Gemara asks: And Rav Mattana should also derive from 
the number of times that the words “nazirite” and “his nazirite- 
ship” appear, to conclude like bar Padda that an unspecified 
naziriteship lasts for twenty-nine days. 


These forty years, what is their purpose in this discus- 
sion — YA PAY INA TW OYA I: The verse cannot mean 
forty years from the start of David's reign, since David reigned 
for a total of only forty years, and it is clear that he continued 
to reign for a few years after Absalom’s rebellion (see II Samuel, 
chapter 21). The tanna‘im in Seder Olam disagree about the 
precise date of the rebellion. The Gemara in tractate Temura 
(14b-15a) states that David had reigned for thirty-seven years 
before Absalom’s rebellion, but the early commentaries cite 
manuscripts of that Gemara that state that he had reigned for 
thirty-six years (see Commentary on Nazir and Tosafot). 


Requested for themselves a king - bn m Dyxww: The verse 
mentions this date because Absalom knew that his father was 
destined to reign for forty years, as he did, but he mistakenly 
hought that these forty years should be counted from the 
inception of the monarchy among the Jewish people (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). Other early commentaries explain that the 
Jewish people's request for a king constituted a rebellion against 
God, or a rebellion against the rule of Samuel the prophet, 
who served as a judge over the Jewish people. Consequently, 
he verse links Absalom’s revolt with the original rebellion of 
he Jewish people (Rosh; Rabbeinu Peretz). Alternatively, the 
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verse dates the rebellion against the king from the time of the 
inception of the institution of Jewish monarchy (Rabbeinu 
Peretz, citing Tosafot). 


From where are these matters derived — son a: Only Rav 
Mattana provides an answer to the Gemara’s question, since 
bar Padda’s opinion that an unspecified term of naziriteship is 
twenty-nine days contradicts the halakha stated in the mishna. 
Other explanations of the mishna’s ruling are offered in the 
Jerusalem Talmud. One explanation links the yamim sta 
with regard to a nazirite to the yamim stated in the contex 
a beautiful captive woman (Deuteronomy 21:13), which refers to 
thirty days. Alternatively, it might be derived from the verse that 
states with regard to a nazirite: “On the day when the days of his 
consecration are complete” (Numbers 6:13), since only a month 
can be called “complete” in days, and a month can be either 
thirty or twenty-nine days in the Jewish calendar (see 6b). 


The numerical value of the letters of the word yihye - my 
waa: In the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, it 
is “explained hat according to Rav Mattana, this halakha is 
learned through a tradition transmitted to Moses from Sinai, 
and he is merely providing support for it with a hint from the 
word's numerical value. The Rosh likewise explains that this 


proof is merely a support, since calculating the numerical value 
of words is not included in the list of the thirteen exegetical 
principles through which halakhot are derived from the Torah. 
It is only one of the thirty-two exegetical principles that Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, uses to learn aggada. See Rabbi 
Yoshiya’s comments cited in the Gemara on 6b. 


Nazirite, his naziriteship, etc. — 131 #113 M: It is explained in 
the Commentary on Nazir that this list includes not only the 
words “nazirite” and “his naziriteship,’ but also the terms “vow” 
and “his vow" whenever they appear in this chapter. The full 
list of these terms is mentioned in the Commentary on Nazir 
and in greater detail in the Meiri. These terms actually appear 
thirty times in the chapter, but the verse “because his conse- 
ion [nezer] to God is upon his head” (Numbers 6:7) is not 
included in the list, since its meaning in context is crown and 
not naziriteship, as seen in the Targum Onkelos (Commentary 
on Nazir; Tosafot). The fact that these terms appear thirty times 
is also raised in the Jerusalem Talmud, where it is explained that 
one usage of the term nazirite is needed in order to state that 
the chapter is referring to a nazirite, and all of the other times 
that it appears are to teach the length of an unspecified term 
of naziriteship. 
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The Gemara answers: Rav Mattana could have said to you: That 
word is needed for a specific exposition. The words: “He shall 
abstain [yazir] from wine and strong drink” (Numbers 6:3), 
comes to prohibit a nazirite from drinking wine that is consumed 
for a mitzva just as he is prohibited from drinking wine whose 
consumption is optional. Likewise, the words: “When either man 
or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite, to 
consecrate himself” (Numbers 6:2), teach that one vow of 
naziriteship takes effect where another vow of naziriteship already 
exists." For example, if one takes a vow by stating: I will be a nazirite 
today, and then repeats the vow, he must observe two periods of 
naziriteship. Consequently, since sometimes the word nazirite, in 
its different forms, appears in order to serve as the source of a par- 
ticular exposition, the number of times it occurs does not indicate 
the length of an unspecified term of naziriteship. 


And bar Padda could have said to you that although some of these 
verses are required for an exposition, is there not at least one of 
them" that is not used for an exposition? Rather, since that usage 
of the term nazirite is stated to indicate the number of days in an 
unspecified term of naziriteship, all of the other usages of the term 
are also stated to indicate the number of days" in an unspecified 
term of naziriteship in addition to the specific halakhot that are 
derived from them. 


The Gemara analyzes the opinions of Rav Mattana and bar Padda 
in light of the mishna and relevant baraitot. We learned in the 
mishna: An unspecified naziriteship lasts for thirty days. Granted, 
according to Rav Mattana it works out well. However, according 
to bar Padda it is difficult, since in his opinion the mishna should 
have stated that an unspecified naziriteship lasts for twenty-nine 
days. 


The Gemara answers: Bar Padda could have said to you: The prin- 
cipal days of naziriteship are twenty-nine days. However, since 
there is the thirtieth day, when the nazirite shaves his hair and 
brings his offerings, and the prohibitions of naziriteship remain in 
effect on that day until he has brought these offerings, due to that 
reason the tanna teaches that an unspecified naziriteship lasts for 
thirty days. 


The Gemara asks: We learned in a mishna (16a): One who said: 
I am hereby a nazirite, shaves his hair on the thirty-first day. 
Granted, according to Rav Mattana this works out well, since 
one must finish his term of naziriteship, which lasts for thirty days, 
before he can shave his hair. However, according to bar Padda, it 
is difficult. Why doesn’t he shave his hair on the thirtieth day? 


The Gemara answers: Bar Padda could have said to you in response: 
Say the latter clause of that mishna: If he shaved his hair on the 
thirtieth day, he has fulfilled his obligation. This indicates that the 
naziriteship itself lasts only twenty-nine days. Rather, the latter 
clause of that mishna certainly supports his opinion. As for the 
first clause, the reason a nazirite must wait until the thirty-first 
day in order to shave his hair ab initio is as follows: Since one who 
specifies that he is becoming a nazirite for thirty complete days may 
shave his hair only on the thirty-first day, the Sages ruled that even 
one who did not specify a time period becomes like one who 
said explicitly that he will be a nazirite for thirty complete days." 
Consequently, he may shave his hair ab initio only after thirty days 
have passed. 


HALAKHA 


That one vow of naziriteship takes effect where another 
vow of naziriteship already exists — mpm by abn mya: 
One who takes two nazirite vows must observe a term of 
naziriteship for thirty days, whereupon he cuts his hair, brings 
his offerings, and then proceeds with his second term of 
naziriteship. This is the case whether he declared his two 
vows on one occasion or at separate times (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:6; 10). 


NOTES 


Is there not at least one of them — pinana am xD: Although 
halakhot are derived from some occurrences of the words 
nazirite and naziriteship, there is at least one occurrence that 
does not teach any halakha, and it can therefore be assumed 
that just as that word presumably appears in order to teach 
the number of days in a period of unspecified naziriteship, 
even the words that serve as the source of other halakhot 
also indicate the length of an unspecified naziriteship 
(Tosafot). Rabbeinu Peretz explains that since the exposi- 
tions for all of the terms are not known, it is unreasonable to 
assume that all the words are used for derivations but those 
derivations are not currently known. It is far more plausible to 
assume that some of these words appear in order to indicate 
the number of days in an unspecified naziriteship. It is also 
impossible to count only the superfluous words, since one or 
more of them might be expounded in a manner unknown to 
us. Therefore, all the words must be included. 


All of the other usages of the term are also stated to indi- 
cate the number of days - xara aTa: Similar disputes 
are recorded elsewhere (see Sukka 6b) with regard to the 
question of whether a word in the Torah that is needed to 
convey a halakha through its straightforward meaning can 
also be counted along with other, seemingly unnecessary 
usages of the word, so that the total number of times the 
word appears can be used to teach a halakha. 


Becomes like one who said explicitly that he will be a 
nazirite for thirty complete days — paw MNI MWY: Nev- 
ertheless, since he himself did not say that he was accepting 
naziriteship for thirty complete days, if he shaves his hair on 
the thirtieth day, he fulfills his obligation (Commentary on 
Nazir). Tosafot and the Rosh explain that according to bar 
Padda, who does not accept the principle that part of the 
day is like the entire day, even if one said that he is accept- 
ing naziriteship for thirty days, and he did not specify thirty 
complete days, he may shave his hair only on the thirty-first 
day by Torah law. The Gemara mentions the case of one who 
said he will be a nazirite for thirty complete days only so that 
it can give the same answer on behalf of Rav Mattana in the 
continuation of this discussion. 

The Rosh explains that the reason for the rabbinic decree 
is that people are more accustomed to using round num- 
bers, such as thirty, rather than twenty-nine. Similarly, the 
Torah speaks of forty lashes and counting fifty days of the 
omer, although the precise number is one less than that 
(Leket HaKotzerim). Consequently, people are likely to accept 
thirty-day terms of naziriteship. In order to avoid confusion, 
the Sages decreed that anyone who accepts an unspecified 
term of naziriteship or a twenty-nine-day term must observe 
a thirty-day term of naziriteship (see Commentary on Nazir). 
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HALAKHA 


The legal status of part of the day is like that of an 
entire day — trap Din nypa: With regard to various 
halakhot, the legal status of part of a day is like that of 
an entire day. For example, with regard to the seventh 
day of mourning, once the mourner has observed the 
halakhot of mourning for the beginning of the day, it is 
as though he observed them for the entire day. He is not 
required to observe the halakhot of mourning for the 
duration of the day. The same is true with regard to the 
single day of mourning that must be observed when 
one receives the news that his relative died more than 
thirty days earlier (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 
7:2-3, 10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 4021, 6). 
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The Gemara asks: And for Rav Mattana, the latter clause of the 
mishna is difficult, since it states that one who shaves his hair on 
the thirtieth day has fulfilled his obligation, whereas Rav Mattana 
claims that his naziriteship is not yet complete at that time. The 
Gemara answers: He holds that the legal status of part of the day 
is like that of an entire day.™ Although the term of naziriteship 
is thirty days, once the thirtieth day begins it is as though it has 
been completed, and a nazirite who shaves his hair on that day 
has fulfilled his obligation. 


The Gemara asks further: We learned in that same mishna: In the 
case of one who says: I am hereby a nazirite for thirty days, if he 
shaved his hair on the thirtieth day, he has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion. This appears to contradict the opinion of Rav Mattana, who 
holds that part of the day is like an entire day. The Gemara answers: 
This is referring to one who says that he will be a nazirite for thirty 
complete days," in which case he certainly does not fulfill his 
obligation by shaving his hair on the thirtieth day itself. 


The Gemara asks further: We learned in that mishna: One who 
accepted two terms of naziriteship" shaves his hair for the first 
naziriteship on the thirty-first day, and he shaves his hair for the 
second term on the sixty-first day. Granted, according to Rav 
Mattana this works out well," since he shaves his head for the first 
naziriteship after a full thirty days have passed. The second term of 
naziriteship then commences on that day, which is the thirty-first 
day since he took his vows. He then shaves for the second time on 
the thirty-first day of his second naziriteship, which is the sixty-first 
day since he took his vows. 


NOTES 


The legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire 
day - iaa oir nypa: The commentaries ask: Since bar Padda 
and Rav Mattana agree that the nazirite must cut his hair on the 
thirty-first day ab initio but if he did so on the thirtieth day he has 
fulfilled his obligation, what is the practical difference between 
their opinions? 

Rabbeinu Peretz explains that there is no need to find a practi- 
cal difference, as they are merely arguing over the source of the 
halakha. Other commentaries explain that they differ with regard 
to a nazirite who became impure on the thirtieth day before 
bringing his offerings. According to bar Padda, he does not negate 
the days of his naziriteship since he became impure after the 
completion of his term, whereas Rav Mattana holds that he must 
start his naziriteship anew (Commentary on Nazir). Alternatively, 
bar Padda holds that he must start his naziriteship again by rab- 
binic law, whereas Rav Mattana holds that he must begin his 
naziriteship anew by Torah law. Additionally, they disagree with 
regard to one who explicitly stated that he will be a nazirite for 
twenty-nine days. According to bar Padda, in this case he may 
cut his hair on the thirtieth day ab initio, whereas according to 
Rav Mattana this is a case of one who takes a nazirite vow for a 
shorter period than the minimum amount, and he must complete 
the thirty days (Commentary on Nazir). 

Tosafot add another difference: Since they disagree about 
whether the legal status of part of a day is like that of the entire 
day, in any case where one specifies a term of naziriteship of a 
particular number of days, Rav Mattana holds that one can shave 
his hair on the last day of that term and bar Padda holds that 
one must wait until the following day. It should be noted that an 
opinion is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud that claims that accord- 
ing to Rav Mattana, one who takes upon himself an unspecified 


erm of naziriteship and cuts his hair on the thirtieth day has not 
ulfilled his obligation. 


This is referring to one who says that he will be a nazirite for 
thirty complete days - paw NİKA: Since he said so explicitly, 
he does not fulfill his obligation if he cuts his hair earlier (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). Tosafot explain that the question cited here in 
he Gemara does not present a difficulty for the opinion of bar 
Padda, because he holds that part of a day is not like an entire 
day. Consequently, since the individual specified that his term of 
naziriteship was to last thirty days, he did not fulfill his obligation 
if he shaved his hair on the thirtieth day. 

Tosafot explain further that, according to Rav Mattana, even if 
the individual did not explicitly state that his term of naziriteship 
would last thirty complete days, that is implied by his statement 
that his term would last thirty days. Otherwise it would have been 
unnecessary for him to specify that his term was for thirty days, 
as an unspecified term of naziriteship is also thirty days. The Rosh 
cites an alternative version of the Gemara text that states: It is 
as though he said that his term would be thirty complete days. 


Two terms of naziriteship — mm nw: The Rosh explains simply 
that he said he is accepting upon himself two terms of naziriteship. 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, claims that the same 
halakha applies to one who made two consecutive statements, 
such as: | am hereby a nazirite, | am a nazirite. 


According to Rav Mattana this works out well — Xm xama ab: 
This is because he maintains that the thirty-first day from the 
beginning of the first naziriteship is the first day of the second 
term, and therefore on both occasions the nazirite shaves his hair 
on the thirty-first day (Commentary on Nazir). 
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However, according to bar Padda this is difficult." Why doesn’t he 
shave his hair on the thirtieth day of each term of naziriteship? 


The Gemara answers: Bar Padda could have said to you: Say the 
latter clause of the mishna: And if he shaved his hair for the first 
term on the thirtieth day, he shaves his hair for the second term 
on the sixtieth day. This demonstrates that the periods of nazirite- 
ship really last only twenty-nine days. Rather, the latter clause of 
the mishna supports his opinion, whereas the earlier clause of the 
mishna, which teaches that he shaves his hair on the thirty-first and 
sixty-first days, is referring to one who says that his naziriteship will 
be for thirty complete days." 


The Gemara now asks: And according to Rav Mattana, the latter 
clause of the mishna is difficult. The Gemara answers that Rav 
Mattana could have said to you that it is as the latter clause teaches: 
The thirtieth day counts for both this and that, i.e., it is considered 
both the last day of the first term of naziriteship, as well as the first 
day of the second term. 


The Gemara asks: What is the novelty of the latter clause of the 
mishna? Is it that the legal status of part of the day is like that of an 
entire day? But didn’t he already say this once’ in an earlier clause 
in that mishna, as explained above? The Gemara answers: The latter 
clause was necessary; lest you say that this principle applies only 
with regard to one term of naziriteship, but with regard to two 
terms of naziriteship, no," this principle does not apply, the tanna 
therefore teaches us that part of the day is like that of an entire day, 
even to allow counting the beginning of the day as the last day of 
one term of naziriteship and the end of the day as the first day of 
another term of naziriteship. 


NOTES 


However according to bar Padda this is difficult — ab xbx 
SW? NB: Since bar Padda holds that an unspecified term ‘of 
naziriteship lasts only twenty-nine days, the nazirite should be 
permitted to shave his hair on the thirtieth day. The remainder 
of that day would then count as the first day of his second 
erm, and he should be permitted to shave his hair again on 
he thirtieth day of that term, which is the fifty-ninth day since 
he onset of his first term of naziriteship (Commentary on Nazir). 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, explains that the 
difficulty stems from the halakha that he shaves his hair for the 
first term of naziriteship on the thirty-first day. Although bar 
Padda holds that the Sages decreed that one must wait until 
he thirty-first day to shave his hair ab initio, this decree should 
not apply in this case, in order not to postpone the beginning of 
he second term of naziriteship (Leket HaKotzerim). 


Is referring to one who says that his naziriteship will be for 
thirty complete days — Dyw Mixa: An alternative version 
of the text reads: He is considered like one who says that his 
naziriteship will be for thirty complete days. The difference 
between the two versions is that if the individual explicitly 
stated that he would be a nazirite for thirty complete days, he 
is prohibited from shaving his hair before the thirty-first day by 
Torah law. If it is considered as though he made this statement, 
he is prohibited to do so by rabbinic decree. 


But didn't he already say this once — K323» SN AVIN NT: The 
commentaries point out that according to bar Padda as well, 

this statement of the mishna does not seem to teach anything 

new, as he already explained (5b) that the case in the mishna is 
where the individual stated that he was becoming a nazirite for 
thirty complete days. Josafot explain the novelty for bar Padda 

as follows: Although he does not accept the principle that part 
of a day is like the entire day with regard to the end of nazirite- 
ship, as far as the beginning of naziriteship is concerned, even 

e agrees that part of the day is like an entire day. Consequently, 
fter the nazirite shaves his hair upon concluding his first term 

naziriteship, the remainder of the day counts as the first day 
his second term. This is similar to any case where one takes a 

nazirite vow, as the day on which the vow is taken is considered 

the first day of naziriteship, even if one took the vow after the 

day began. 


oog J 


But with regard to two terms of naziriteship, no — m) my 
xd: The logic here is that once part of the day is considered like 
the entire day, the entire day is counted toward a particular term 
of naziriteship, and ostensibly it cannot be counted again for a 
second term of naziriteship. 
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NOTES 

| too rely on this — »373 K7% 9792 KIX: When the mishna 
states that the thirtieth day counts as part of his tally, it means 
that it is counted as part of the second term of naziriteship. 
Consequently, it is clear that the first term lasted only twenty- 
nine days. It is obvious to bar Padda that one cannot use the 
principle that part of a day is like an entire day and count one 
day for both terms of naziriteship (Tosafot; Rosh). 


Granted according to Rav Mattana it works out well - 
KT 722 ab xoga: The early commentaries ask: Doesn't 
this mishna also present a difficulty with regard to the opin- 
ion of Rav Mattana? If he maintains that part of the day is 
like the entire day, the naziriteship should be considered 
completed after the beginning of the day. Why, then, would 
the nazirite have to start his term again? They answer that 
although part of a day is like the entire day, so that a nazirite 
can bring his offerings and shave his hair on the thirtieth 
day, the naziriteship is not considered to have ended until 
he actually brings his offerings. The case here is one where 
the nazirite became impure before he brought his offerings 
(Tosafot; Rosh; see Meiri). 

Rabbeinu Todros, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, indicates 
that even Rav Mattana agrees that the halakha that one 
who becomes impure on the thirtieth day must start his 
naziriteship anew is by rabbinic law, but not by Torah law. It 
is explained in the Commentary on Nazir that Rav Mattana 
stated that part of a day is like the entire day only according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer (see 6b). The first tanna in the 
mishna, who disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer, does not accept 
this principle. 
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The Gemara raises another question. We learned in the mishna 
(16a): If he shaved his hair on day sixty less one, i.e., on the fifty- 
ninth day after he vowed to observe two consecutive terms of 
naziriteship, he has fulfilled his obligation, as the thirtieth day 
counts as part of his tally. Granted, according to Rav Mattana this 
works out well, since the mishna is stating that the thirtieth day 
can be counted for both terms of naziriteship due to the principle 
that part of a day is like an entire day. However, according to 
bar Padda, why do I need the mishna to state that the thirtieth 
day counts in his tally? Didn’t he say that an unspecified term 
of naziriteship is for thirty days less one? It is obvious that the 
thirtieth day counts for the second term of naziriteship. 


The Gemara answers: Bar Padda could have said to you: I too rely 
on this." This is my proof for the principle that an unspecified 
naziriteship lasts for twenty-nine days. 


The Gemara continues to ask: We learned in the mishna (16a): In 
the case of one who said: I am hereby a nazirite, if he became 
ritually impure on the thirtieth day, it negates the entire tally, 
and he must start his naziriteship afresh. Granted, according to 
Rav Mattana it works out well," since he became impure before 
the conclusion of his naziriteship. However, according to bar 
Paddait is difficult, as the term of naziriteship ended at the conclu- 
sion of the twenty-ninth day, and one who becomes impure after 
completing his term does not have to observe a new term of 
naziriteship. 


The Gemara answers: Bar Padda could have said to you: Say the 
latter clause of that mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says:" It negates only 
seven days." Ifit enters your mind that we require thirty days for 
aterm of naziriteship, the nazirite should negate all of them, since 
he is still in the middle of his naziriteship. This proves that an 
unspecified naziriteship is only twenty-nine days long. 


The Gemara responds that Rav Mattana can explain Rabbi Eliezer’s 
opinion as follows: This does not prove that an unspecified term 
of naziriteship is less than thirty days, as Rabbi Eliezer holds 
that the legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, 
and it is viewed as though the nazirite has completed his term of 
naziriteship at the start of the thirtieth day. 


NOTES 


Say the latter clause of that mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says, etc.— on Nazir. One explanation is that since he must shave his hair 


31 N qb 927 WDD KD: The early commentaries ask: 
This seemingly indicates that bar Padda holds in accordance 
with the minority opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. Why would he 
accept the minority opinion rather than the opinion of the 
majority of the Rabbis? They answer that, according to bar 
Padda, the Rabbis agree with Rabbi Eliezer that an unspecified 
naziriteship lasts twenty-nine days. They disagree only with 
regard to the halakha of one who becomes impure on the 
thirtieth day. According to the Rabbis, there is a rabbinic decree 
requiring the nazirite to begin his term anew, lest there be 
confusion in a case of one who accepts a term of thirty com- 
plete days of naziriteship, in which case if he becomes impure 
on the thirtieth day he must begin his term again by Torah 
law (Tosafot). Rav Mattana is of the opinion that, according to 
the Rabbis, the nazirite must start his term anew according 
to Torah law. 


It negates only seven days - myaw Kby anio ixx: In other 
words, none of the days of his naziriteship are invalidated, but 
he must wait seven additional days until the completion of his 
term. Two explanations for this are offered in the Commentary 


due to his impurity, he must wait another seven days for his 
hair to grow a little so that the end of one hair can be bent 
over to the root of another, to enable him to shave his hair for 
he completion of his term. The second explanation is that the 
nazirite cannot bring his offerings during these seven days 
because he is impure. He must therefore wait seven days until 
he becomes pure and can bring his offerings. This second 
explanation is also cited by Tosafot, the Rosh, and the Meiri. The 
Rosh and the Meiri add that although an impure person can 
have someone else bring his offerings on his behalf, this is not 
possible in the case of a nazirite because the verse states: “And 
he shall put them upon the hands of the nazirite” (Numbers 
6:19). This indicates that the nazirite must bring his offerings 
himself, which he cannot do when he is impure. 

Rabbi Eliezer uses the word negates, although none of 
he days of naziriteship are actually negated. Rabbeinu Per- 
etz explains that this is in order to parallel the word choice 
employed by the first tanna. Alternatively, since he must keep 
he halakhot of naziriteship for an extra seven days, in prac- 
ice it is as though the last seven days of naziriteship were 
invalidated. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. We 
learned in the mishna (16a): If one says: Iam hereby a nazirite for 
one hundred days, if he became impure on the one hundredth 
day, it negates the entire tally. He must bring offerings for having 
become impure, and he then begins his term of naziriteship anew. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: It negates only thirty days. The Gemara com- 
ments: And if it enters your mind that Rabbi Eliezer holds" that 
the legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, 
the nazirite should negate seven days because it is considered as 
though he became impure after completing his term of naziriteship. 
And if he does not hold that part of the day is like an entire day, 
he should negate all of the days, since he became impure during 
his naziriteship. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, we do not say that the legal status 
of part of the day is like that of an entire day. The Gemara asks: If 
that is so, then let him negate all of the days. Reish Lakish said that 
this is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer: The verse states: “This is the 
law of the nazirite, on the day when the days of his consecration 
are complete” (Numbers 6:13). The Torah stated: If he became 
impure on the day of the completion" of his term of naziriteship, 
give him the halakha of an unspecified nazirite, and he must 
recount an unspecified term of naziriteship, which is thirty days. 


§ Until this point the Gemara has been attempting to prove whether 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Mattana or bar 
Padda. The Gemara now suggests: Let us say that this is parallel to 
a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “Until the days are complete, in which he consecrated him- 
self to the Lord, he shall be holy, he shall let the locks of the hair of 
his head grow long” (Numbers 6:5). 


” 


I hear from this: The least amount of days that the plural “days 
can indicate is two, implying that one can become a nazirite for a 
term of two days. Therefore, the verse states: “He shall be holy, he 
shall let the locks of the hair of his head grow long,’ and there is 
no significant growth of hair" in less than thirty days. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. 


Rabbi Yonatan says: This proof is not needed, as the verse says: 


“Until the days are complete.” What are the days that require 


completion? You must say this is referring to the days of a month. 
Since a lunar cycle lasts for approximately twenty-nine and a half 
days, some months are twenty-nine days, whereas full months are 
thirty days. This demonstrates that a term of naziriteship must be 
at least one month. 


The Gemara suggests: What, is it not the case that Rav Mattana said 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya, who derives the 
minimum length ofa term of naziriteship from the phrase “he shall 
be holy, he shall let his hair grow long,” and therefore a term of 
naziriteship lasts thirty days, and bar Padda said in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan, who derives this halakha from 
the length of a month, and since a month can be twenty-nine days, 
the minimum length of a term of naziriteship is also twenty-nine 
days? 


The Gemara responds: Rav Mattana could have said to you: Every- 
one’ agrees that we require a term of naziriteship to last at least 

thirty days, and here they disagree with regard to whether “until” 
means until and including. Rabbi Yoshiya holds that “until the 

days are complete” indicates that a term of naziriteship must last 

until, but not necessarily including, the thirtieth day of a full month. 
Consequently, he derives the minimum length of a term of nazirite- 
ship from the phrase “he shall let the locks of the hair of his head 

grow long.” And Rabbi Yonatan holds that the term “until” means 

until and including the thirtieth day of a full month, and he derives 

the minimum length of a term of naziriteship from the phrase “until 

the days are complete.” 


NOTES 


And if it enters your mind that Rabbi Eliezer holds, 
etc. — 19) Whee ay TaD JAY NPD KY: The Gemara 
can be understood as challenging the opinions of both 
Rav Mattana and bar Padda. According to Rav Mattana, 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that part of the day is like the entire 
day. Consequently, Rabbi Eliezer should hold that the 
nazirite must keep the halakhot of naziriteship for only 
seven more days. According to bar Padda, Rabbi Eliezer 
holds that part of the day is not like the entire day. There- 
fore, Rabbi Eliezer should hold that the entire term of 
naziriteship is negated (Josafot). However, the Meiri 
explains that this is a question directed solely against 
Rav Mattana. It is possible that the Meiri had a different 
version of the Gemara text. 


He became impure on the day of the completion, 
etc. - 131 nn opa Nava: This answer apparently 
adopts the opinion of bar Padda that Rabbi Eliezer 
denies that part of a day is like the entire day. Conversely, 
according to Rav Mattana, since Rabbi Eliezer holds that 
part of a day is like the entire day, the nazirite should not 
have to keep any additional days of naziriteship. Some 
explain that according to Rav Mattana, the case is where 
he individual explicitly stated that his term of nazirite- 
ship would last one hundred complete days (Josafot; 
Rosh). Alternatively, since there is a verse that indicates 
hat one who becomes impure on the day of the com- 
pletion of his naziriteship must keep an additional thirty 
days of naziriteship, this applies even according to Rav 
attana, despite the fact that part of a day is like the 
entire day (Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Peretz). 


There is no significant growth of hair, etc. - bens px 
"a1 ww: The Rosh explains that Rabbi Yoshiya expounds 
he verse in precisely the same manner as does Rav Mat- 
ana and derives that a significant growth of hair takes 
hirty days. This is based upon the first part of the verse: 
He shall be [yihye] holy,’ as the numerical value of the 
word yihye is thirty (see 5a). However, it is explained in 
he Likkutei Halakhot that the halakha is derived from 
he phrase “let the locks of the hair of his head grow 
ong,’ and it is logical that this is referring to a period of 
at least thirty days. 


u 


Rav Mattana could have said to you, everyone, 
etc. -73 Kby dy xan 3179 wars: According to bar 
Padda, however, there is no choice but to say that the 
minimum term of naziriteship is a matter of dispute 
between tanna’im, and he agrees with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yonatan (Tosafot). The commentaries ask: How 
can bar Padda agree with Rabbi Yonatan when the latter 
himself said that the verse is referring to thirty days? 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, answers 
hat according to Rabbi Yonatan the nazirite must shave 
his hair on the thirtieth day, upon the completion of his 
wenty-nine-day term of naziriteship. Rabbeinu Peretz 
explains that according to bar Padda's understanding of 
he opinion of Rabbi Yonatan, the term of naziriteship 
asts twenty-nine complete days and continues on the 
hirtieth day, until the nazirite shaves his hair and brings 
his offerings (Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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NOTES 


But say it is referring to the seven days of a week — Ki) 
Naw: Since there are six weekdays and then the week is 
completed by Shabbat, it can be said that a week requires 
completion (Tosafot; Rosh). 


Perek I 
Daf7 Amuda 


NOTES 
But say it is referring to a year - mW N11: The length 
of a regular year in the Jewish calendar can vary between 
353 days and 355 days, depending upon how many months 
in the year are comprised of twenty-nine or thirty days. 


Months are calculated to comprise years — pawn pwn 
paw): Tosafot explain that even when the lunar year is 
lengthened i in order to keep it balanced with the solar year, 
itis one month that is added rather than a particular number 
of days. Since the verse states: “Until the days are complete,” 
it must be referring to a period of time that is measured in 
days. Others explain that if one takes a vow for a year, his 
vow remains in effect until the same day of the same month 
the following year, regardless of whether this period of time 
is longer or shorter than the 365 days of a solar year (Rosh; 
Rashi on Megilla 5a). 


One short term - maap NNN: This can be explained in a 
manner similar to the Gemara’s interpretation of: One long 
term, i.e., he is referring to the term as short because it is not 
bothersome for him (Tosafot). 


This is what he is saying: It is as though this matter of 
naziriteship were as lengthy, etc. — 3) KDN VAX? 937: 

Tosafot explain that since it takes five hundred years to walk 
across the world, had the individual intended to become a 
nazirite for the amount of time it takes to walk across the 
world, he would have specified five hundred years. Con- 
sequently, it is clear that this individual was referring to 
the level of difficulty involved in his naziriteship. The Rosh 

maintains that since his statement can be interpreted in 
multiple ways, the most lenient interpretation is adopted, 
in accordance with the general principle that one is lenient 
with regard to naziriteship. It is explained in the Mishne 
LaMelekh that the answer of Tosafot is meant to apply even 

according to Rabbi Shimon, who holds that one must always 
be stringent with regard to naziriteship. 

The commentaries also disagree with regard to the 
details of the case under discussion. Tosafot explain that the 
individual said: | am herby a nazirite from here until the end 
of the world. However, it is explained in the Commentary on 
Nazir that this is a case where one said: | am hereby a nazirite 
for one long term from here until the end of the world. If 
he did not specify: One long term, he would in fact be a 
nazirite forever. This issue likely depends on the text of the 
mishna. According to the version cited in Tosafot, the mishna 
first mentions the case of one who accepts a long term of 
naziriteship, then the case of one who accepts a short term, 
and then it mentions one who says he will be a nazirite from 
now until the end of the world. The version of the text cited 
in the Commentary on Nazir first mentions the case of one 
who accepts a short term of naziriteship, then the case of 
one who accepts a long term, and then the case of one who 
says he will be a nazirite from now until the end of the world. 
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The Gemara now analyzes the baraita that cites the opinions of 
Rabbi Yoshiya and Rabbi Yonatan. The Master, Rabbi Yonatan, 
said: What are the days that require completion? You must say 
this is referring to the thirty days of a full month. The Gemara asks: 
But say it is referring to the seven days of a week." The Gemara 
responds: In the case of a week, is there ever a week that is lacking? 
All weeks are seven days. Conversely, since some months are twenty- 
nine days and others are thirty days, it can be said that the thirtieth 
day completes that which was lacking. 


The Gemara asks further: But say it is referring to a year," which 
can also be full or lacking. The Gemara responds: Do we count 
years by days? Didn't the Sages of Caesarea say: From where is 
it derived that one does not count days toward years," but that 
years are calculated according to months? As it is stated: “Of the 
months of the year” (Exodus 12:2). This teaches that months are 
calculated to comprise years," but days are not counted toward 
years. Therefore, only amonth can be described as being completed 
by a particular day. 


MI S HN A If one said: I am hereby a nazirite for one 


long term, or: I am hereby a nazirite for one 
short term," or even" if one said: I am hereby a nazirite from 
now until the end of the world, in all these cases he is a nazirite 
for thirty days. 


G E M ARA The mishna taught that even one who said: 


I am hereby a nazirite from now until the 
end of the world, becomes a nazirite for thirty days. The Gemara 
asks: Why does he become a nazirite for only thirty days? Didn’t 
he say: From now until the end of the world? The Gemara answers: 
This is what he is saying: Because of the difficulties it entails, it is 
as though this matter of naziriteship were as lengthy" for me as the 
time from now until the end of the world. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: We learned in the mishna (8a): If 
one says: I am hereby a nazirite from here until such and such a 
place," one estimates how many days it takes to walk from here 
until such and such a place. If it is a distance of less than thirty 
days, he is a nazirite for thirty days, since this is the minimum term 
of naziriteship. And if not, i.e., if it takes more than thirty days to 
walk that distance, he is a nazirite in accordance with the number 
of days it takes to walk to that place. But here too, in that mishna, 
say that the individual intends to accept only a thirty-day term of 
naziriteship, and he means to say: This matter of naziriteship is as 
lengthy for me as the time it would take me to walk from here until 
such and such a place. 


HALAKHA 


One does not count days toward years — pw DD pin py: 
When the lunar year falls approximately thirty days behind the 
solar year, the year is declared a leap year. Only a full month 
may be added to a year to make it a leap year (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Kiddush HaHodesh 1:2). 


lam hereby a nazirite for one short term — MUP NX MYY: 
If one specifies that he will be a nazirite for less than thirty days, 
e.g., he says: | am hereby a nazirite for one day, or: | am hereby 
a nazirite for ten days, he is a nazirite for thirty days, since the 
minimum term of naziriteship is thirty days (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:2). 


Even, etc. - ^3) yoy: Even if one says: | arn hereby a nazirite 
for an extremely long term, he is a nazirite for only thirty days 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:1). 


l am hereby a nazirite from here until such and such a place, 
etc.- 131 abs Dip Ww year M PN: If one said: | am hereby 
a nazirite from here until such and such a place, if he had not 
yet set out on his journey, then he is a nazirite for thirty days. If 
he had set out on his journey and the place he mentioned is 
less than thirty days’ walk away, he is a nazirite for thirty days. 
If the place is farther away than that, he observes one term 
of naziriteship lasting as long as the number of days of travel 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:5). 
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Rava said: That mishna is referring to one who had already set out 
on the way," so that it is apparent that his intention is to be a nazirite 
until he reaches his destination. The Gemara asks: Why is it assumed 
that he means to accept a single term of naziriteship that is the length 
of time it takes to travel to a certain destination? And let each and 
every parasang [parsa]'’ be understood to refer to a separate 
term of naziriteship, such that the individual is understood to have 
accepted a separate term of naziriteship for each parasang that he 
must travel. Rav Pappa said: The mishna deals with a place where 
people do not measure distances in parasangs." 


The Gemara asks further: And let each and every way station 
[avvana],'’ where travelers lodge at night, be understood to 
refer to a separate term of naziriteship, such that the individual is 
understood to have accepted a separate term of naziriteship for each 
station that he passes along the way. Didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(8a): If one says: I am hereby a nazirite like the dust of the earth," 
or: Like the hair of my head, or: Like the sand of the sea, he is a 
nazirite forever, as it is understood that he accepted upon himself 
terms of naziriteship in accordance with the number of his hairs, or 
grains of dust, or sand, and he shaves once every thirty days? 


The Gemara responds: Everything that has a fixed amount is not 
taught in this clause, which states that one is a nazirite forever. When 
one declares that he will be a nazirite for a length of time corre- 
sponding to an item that people consider infinite, e.g., the dust of 
the earth, his intention is not to define the length of a single term of 
naziriteship, as it is unknown how many grains of dust there are. 
However, when one mentions something that does have a fixed 
number, e.g., the number of days it takes to walk to a certain place, 
his intention is to define the length of a single term of naziriteship. 


And similarly, it is taught in a baraita: If one says: I am hereby a 
nazirite all the days of my life," or: I am hereby a permanent 
nazirite, he is a permanent nazirite. However, if he said that he is 
a nazirite for a fixed period of time, even for one hundred years 
or even for one thousand years, he is not a permanent nazirite. 
Rather, he is a regular nazirite forever, since he will not live long 
enough to complete his term of naziriteship. This demonstrates that 
there is a difference between a naziriteship that lasts for a fixed time 
and a naziriteship that is unlimited. 


NOTES 


Who had already set out on the way - 7712 prygw: Two expla- 
nations are offered in the Commentary on Nazir. According to 
the first opinion, the fact that one has set out on his way proves 
that he does not consider the journey insurmountable, and it 
cannot be described as a case where one accepted naziriteship 
from now until the end of the world. The second explanation, 
which is also the explanation of Josafot and the Rosh, is that it 
can be assumed that this person intended to be a nazirite while 
he was on the road in order to merit divine protection from 
harm on his travels. 


And let each and every parasang - 79191 7099 5> Imh: The 
commentaries disagree about which mishna the Gemara is chal- 
lenging with this question. It is explained in the Commentary on 
Nazir that the Gemara’s question pertains to the mishna cited 
from 8a, which states that the individual is understood to have 
accepted a single term of naziriteship, whose duration is the 
number of days it takes to complete the journey he mentioned. 
Tosafot explain that the question pertains to the mishna here, 
which states that one who accepts naziriteship from now until 
the end of the world is a nazirite for only thirty days. According 
to both commentaries, the question is why each parasang is not 
viewed as representing an independent term of naziriteship. The 
Meiri mentions both explanations. 


The mishna deals with a place where people do not measure 
distances in parasangs — B15 2 xt sansa: According to the 


opinion that the Gemara’s question is referring to the mishna 
here, the answer is as follows: Since in that place they do not 
have a definitive method of measuring the distance to the end 
of the world, he must have accepted upon himself a single term 
of naziriteship, which feels to him as lengthy as the distance from 
here until the end of the world (Meiri). 


Way station — xavt: One explanation of this word is that it 
means a county or district. The Gemara’s question is why each 
county is not counted as a separate unit, which would mean 
that he has accepted upon himself as many periods of nazirite- 
ship as there are counties between the two places he specified 
(Commentary on Nazir). The explanation found in the Arukh is 
that it means a station along the way that serves as an inn for 
travelers. According to this opinion, the Gemara is saying that 
the days it would take to get from here to the end of the world 
can be determined by counting the number of rest stations 
along the way. The Meiri cites a version of the text in which this 
question is resolved by the Gemara saying that the reference is 
toa place where they have no way stations. However, he himself 
rejects this version. 


He is a permanent nazirite - obiy ma mt: This does not just 
mean that he is a nazirite forever. He is a particular type of nazirite 
known as a permanent nazirite (see 4a), like Absalom. This type 
of nazirite may periodically cut his hair and bring offerings (Rosh; 
see 4b-5a). 


LANGUAGE 


Parasang [parsa] — x948: This is the word in the ancient 
world for a Persian mile, a measurement that was adopted 
in a number of languages, including Greek, Syriac, and 
in this case, Judeo-Aramaic. The form of the word in this 
passage comes from Middle Iranian frasax. In the talmudic 
system of measurement, one parsa equals four mil. 


Way station [avvana] — XWX: This word is of ancient 
Syriac-Aramaic origin and means a way station or a way- 
side inn. Some linguists have connected it to the Greek 
evvij, euné, meaning a bed or a place to sleep. 


HALAKHA 


I am hereby a nazirite like the dust of the earth, etc. - 
ADYT TOYD PPW: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite 
like the dust of the earth, or: Like the hair of my head, 
or: Like the sand of the sea, it is as though he said: | am 
obligated in terms of naziriteship corresponding to the 
number of hairs on my head and the like. Consequently, 
he must shave his hair and start a new term of naziriteship 
every thirty days for the rest of his life (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:18). 


| am hereby a nazirite all the days of my life — m 27 
cal mrs: The Rambam rules that if one says: | am hereby a 
nazirite forever, or: | am hereby a nazirite all the days of my 
life, he is a nazirite forever. However, if one specified a fixed 
period, even if it was a thousand years, he is a nazirite for 
a fixed period, despite the fact that the term exceeds his 
life span. It appears that this ruling is based upon a version 
of the Gemara text that is consistent with the Tosefta and 
the Jerusalem Talmud but is not consistent with the text 
printed in the Vilna Talmud (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:11; see Meiri and Ra’avad). 
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HALAKHA 
| am hereby a nazirite and one day, etc. — Di 112 9°77 
"131 1x: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite and one day, or: 
| am hereby a nazirite and one hour, or: | am a nazirite for 
one and a half, he must observe two consecutive terms of 
naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:8). 
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The meaning of the verse there is not that days are 
nother words, although the verse is referring to an evening and 
morning as “one day,’ this does not mean that days are divided 
rom one another. Rather, the verse marks a period of time as a 
calendar day, although night and day merge into one another 
without any clear demarcation (Commentary on Nazir). The 
aharatz Hayyut adds that in actual fact, the days on earth are 
not separated from each other, because when it is night in one 
place it remains daytime elsewhere. 


As it teaches that the individual said, | am hereby a nazirite 
for one long term — NA MYY 7: Although the word 
one appears in the mishna only in the cases of one who accepts 
one long term or one short term, it is understood that this word 
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NOTES 


Rabba said another reason for the distinction between one who 

accepts naziriteship based on the distance between places and one 

who accepts naziriteship based on the number of hairs on his head 

or the dust of the earth. Hairs are different, since they are sepa- 
rated from each other. Consequently, one who says: Like the hair 
of my head, is referring to distinct terms of naziriteship. 


The Gemara asks: Also with regard to days, isn’t it written: “And 
there was evening and there was morning, one day” (Genesis 
1:5), which indicates that each day is a separate unit? Consequently, 
one who vows to be a nazirite: From here until such and such a 
place, should be considered to have accepted upon himself distinct 
terms of naziriteship corresponding to the number of days it takes 
to travel to the designated destination. 


The Gemara answers: The meaning of the verse there is not that 
days are separated from each other," because time is continuous. 
Rather, what it is saying is that the period of day and night is one 
calendar day, but actually days are not separate from each other. 


The discussion above stemmed from the difficulty with the mish- 
na’s case where one accepted naziriteship from now until the end 
of the world. Rava said: Why do you raise all these difficulties? 
It is different there, as it teaches that the individual said: I am 
hereby a nazirite for one long term." Since he specified that he is 
accepting one term of naziriteship, his statement is interpreted 
accordingly and is not interpreted as a reference to multiple terms 
of naziriteship. 


MI S H NA If one said: Iam hereby a nazirite and one 


day," or: I am hereby a nazirite and one 
hour, or: I am hereby a nazirite for one and a half, he becomes a 
nazirite for two consecutive terms of naziriteship. When he says: 
Iam hereby a nazirite, he accepts upon himself one thirty-day term 
of naziriteship. When he subsequently adds an additional amount 
of time, e.g., an extra day, he thereby accepts upon himself an addi- 
tional term of naziriteship, and the minimal term of naziriteship is 
thirty days. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: Why do I need the 


mishna to teach all these cases rather than 
giving just one example of the mishna’s principle? The Gemara 
explains: All the cases are necessary, as, if the mishna had taught 
only the case where one said: I am hereby a nazirite and one 
day, one might have thought: It is here that we say" that there is 
no naziriteship for one day, and therefore he must count two 
terms of naziriteship. However, if he said: I am hereby a nazirite 
and one hour, let him count thirty-one days. The mishna there- 
fore teaches us that even in this latter case he must keep two terms 
of naziriteship. 


is also included in the case where one declares himself a nazirite 
from now until the end of the world (Josafot). Consequently, it 
is clear that the individual intended to accept a single term of 
naziriteship rather than multiple terms. Had he simply said: | am 
hereby a nazirite from now until the end of the world, he might 
be understood to be accepting many terms of naziriteship. This 
is explained similarly in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


It is here that we say — yag x17 KDA: When he said: | am 
hereby a nazirite, he accepted upon himself a standard thirty- 
day term of naziriteship. When he then said: And a day, he 
intended to accept an additional one-day term of naziriteship. 
However, since the minimal term of naziriteship is thirty days, 
he must keep the second term for thirty days. Conversely, if 
he said: | am hereby a nazirite and one hour, since terms of 


naziriteship are not measured in hours, it is not clear that he 
meant to add a separate term of naziriteship. He may have 
intended to accept a single term of naziriteship for thirty days 
and part of the thirty-first day, in which case he should have to 
keep a thirty-one-day term of naziriteship, as naziriteship does 
not end in the middle of a day (Rosh). The author of Birkat Rosh 
explains that since, in practice, one must continue to observe 
the restrictions of naziriteship until he brings his offerings on 
the day following the conclusion of his term of naziriteship, 
when one says: | am hereby a nazirite and one hour, he may 
have been referring to the time before he brings his offerings 
on the day following his term of naziriteship. 
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And ifthe mishna taught only the case where one said: I am hereby 
a nazirite and one hour, one might have said that he is obligated 
in two periods of naziriteship because he did not go into specific 
detail [davka]. He merely stated that he accepts upon himself 
some part of a second term of naziriteship, and therefore he must 
observe a full second term of naziriteship. However, in the case of 
one who says he will be a nazirite for one and a half, where he 
does go into specific detail, one might say he should not have to 
count two full terms of naziriteship but rather forty-five days of 
naziriteship. The mishna therefore teaches us that in all these 


cases he is a nazirite for two full terms of naziriteship. 
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MI SH N A One who says: I am hereby a nazirite for 


thirty days and one hour, ™ becomes a 


nazirite for thirty-one days, as there is no naziriteship for hours 
but only for full days. 


Rav said: Th ht that he i iri 
GEMARA aV GAl eytaughtt 3 Siga aZe 


for thirty-one days only" when he said: 


Thirty-one days.™ But if he said: Thirty days and one day," he is 
a nazirite for two terms of naziriteship, since the thirty days are 


considered one term of naziriteship, and the additional day is the 
start of an additional term. 


He did not go into specific detail - smD m xb: In other 
words, his statement was not precise, since naziriteship does not 
take effect for hours (Commentary on Nazir). Alternatively, since 
he specified a term that is halakhically infeasible, there is no 
choice but to add on to his words and say he vowed an additional 
term of naziriteship (Tosafot). 


Thirty days and one hour — nny myw) oi Dyw: The mishna 
employed this specific example because the last case in the 
previous mishna was about one who accepted the obligation 
to become: A nazirite and one hour, and the tanna wanted to 
stress that if he adjusted his wording and said: Thirty days and 
one hour, he is a nazirite for thirty-one days. The same is true if 
he said: Thirty and one days, rather than: | am hereby a nazirite 
and one day (Tosafot). As for the reason for this difference, the 
commentaries explain that when one says: | am hereby a nazirite, 
he has accepted a thirty-day term of naziriteship. When he then 
adds extra time, he thereby adds an additional term of nazirite- 
ship. Conversely, one who says: Thirty days and one hour, has 
merely accepted a term of naziriteship that is longer than thirty 
days. Since a term of naziriteship cannot include a part of a day, 
he is a nazirite for thirty-one days (Rabbeinu Peretz; Rabbeinu 
Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Rav said, they taught that he is a nazirite for thirty-one days 


NOTES 


only, etc. = 3) xx Ww xb 21 Va: Rav's statement is also cited 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, where his opinion is rejected based on 
a baraita that explicitly states that in this case Rabbi Akiva and 
Rabbi Yishmael agree that only one term of naziriteship takes 
effect. The two disagree only with regard to one who says: | am 
hereby a nazirite for thirty days and one more day, in which case 
Rabbi Akiva holds that two periods of naziriteship take effect. 


When he said thirty-one days — Di’ 17%) owe Was: Rav 
clearly did not mean to say that these were his exact words, as 
the mishna states that this is a case where he said: Thirty days and 
one hour. The pointis that his statement is understood as though 
he said: Thirty-one days (Rosh). Tosafot explain that the case in 
the mishna is similar to one of the cases in the mishna on 7a, and 
it can be inferred that in a case where one said: Thirty-one days, 
which is a different formulation of one of the other cases in the 
mishna on 7a, one would also observe only one term of nazirite- 
ship. According to the text in the Radbaz’s version of the Gemara, 
however, the mishna here explicitly states that if one says: | am 
hereby a nazirite for thirty days and one day, he is a nazirite for 
one term of thirty-one days. Another version of the text, cited in 
the Meiri, reads: They taught this only with regard to one who 
said: Thirty and one hour, but if he said: Thirty days and one hour, 
he is obligated in two terms of naziriteship. 


LANGUAGE 
Specific detail [davka] — xy: From the root dalet, 
vav, kuf or dalet, yud, kuf, meaning to be precise. Some- 
times davka means: It is exactly that way and is not to 
be changed. At other times, as here, it indicates that 
something has been ascertained or expressed precisely, 
intentionally. 


HALAKHA 
I am hereby a nazirite for thirty days and one hour - 
DON myw of mw MPY: If one says: | am hereby 
a nazirite for thirty days and one hour, he is a nazirite for 
thirty-one days, since naziriteship does not take effect 
when established in terms of hours rather than days 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:4). 


When he said thirty-one days - D1 7X1 ow VAX: 
If one vowed to be a nazirite for longer than thirty days, 
eg., he said: | am hereby a nazirite for thirty-one days, 
he is a nazirite for the period specified (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:3). 


He said thirty days and one day - oi oF mw Was 
‘tte: One who said: | am hereby a nazirite for thirty days 
and one day, is a nazirite for one term of naziriteship 
lasting thirty-one days. The halakha is not in accordance 
with Rav (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:8). 
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BACKGROUND 
Cistern — mat: A cistern is a place built for gathering water 
or produce. A pit and cistern have the same purpose, but 
a cistern is a structure built from stones above the ground, 
whereas a pit is dug into the earth or rock. 
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The Gemara comments: In this regard, Rav holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who derives meaning from 
superfluous language." Rabbi Akiva believes that if one uses 
unnecessary words, it is inferred that he intended to add something. 
In this case, since the individual said: Thirty days and one day, 
without combining them into one amount, he intended to accept 
an additional term of naziriteship. 


As we learned in a mishna (Bava Batra 64a): According to Rabbi 
Akiva, if one sold his house to another without specification, he 
has sold neither the pit nor the cistern [dut]? with it, although 
he wrote to him in the document of sale: With its depth and its 
height." This is because anything that is not part of the house, e.g., 
pits and cisterns, must be explicitly mentioned in the contract. And 
the seller must purchase a path™ through the property he sold 
along with the house in order to reach the pit or cistern that he 
kept for himself. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


And the Rabbis say: He does not need to purchase a path, as it 
is assumed that just as he maintained his rights to the pit or cistern, 
he also maintained the right to walk through the rest of the prop- 
erty in order to access the pit or cistern. And Rabbi Akiva con- 
cedes that when he says to him in the document of sale: Apart 
from these," i.e., the pit and cistern, that he does not need to 
purchase a path. Rabbi Akiva’s reasoning is this: Since the seller 
unnecessarily stressed that the pit and cistern are not included in 
the sale, he must have intended to thereby reserve for himself 
the right of access. This proves that, according to Rabbi Akiva, 
if one adds a superfluous clause he must have had a specific mean- 
ing in mind, and something must be derived from his statement. 
Rav follows a similar line of reasoning with regard to the case of 
a nazirite. 


NOTES 


Who derives meaning from superfluous language — W717 
xp xa: The Rosh explains that Rabbi Akiva is not alone 
in this opinion, as even the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi 
Akiva in the case of a pit and cistern, accept this principle. They 
simply do not apply the principle to that particular case because 
they assume that a seller does not want to include in the sale 
anything he did not explicitly mention. The Gemara attributes to 
Rabbi Akiva the principle of deriving meaning from superfluous 
language only because he clearly applies this principle in the 
case mentioned. Consequently, Rav can be presented as accept- 
ing this principle despite the fact that he does not apply it to 
the case of the pit and cistern, with regard to which he rules in 
accordance with the Rabbis. 

However, Rabbi Avraham min HaHar contends that the Rab- 
bis disagree with Rabbi Akiva with regard to the legitimacy of 
expounding superfluous language, and the halakha is in accor- 
dance with their opinion and not the opinion of Rabbi Akiva and 
Rav. The Rambam rules in accordance with Rabbi Akiva concern- 
ing a sale but rules against Rav's opinion in the case of a nazirite. 
The Meiri explains that, according to the Rambam, Rabbi Akiva 


Although he wrote to him, with its depth and its height - 4x 
xam xpary 1b ana +9 by: One who sells a house without 
specification has not sold the pit or cistern that is there, even 
if he wrote in the document of sale: With its depth and height 
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Mekhira 25:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 214:2). 


And the seller must purchase a path — 71 b mp PWY: One 
who sells a house without specification retains the pit or cistern 
that is there, but he must purchase the right of access to them 
from the buyer if he wishes to use them. He is not considered 


HALAKHA 


might not agree with Rav’s ruling here. This is because in the 
case of a sale the words are clearly superfluous, which is not 
rue in the case of the nazirite. Alternatively, it can be explained 
hat the Rambam follows the ruling of the Jerusalem Talmud, in 
which Rav’s opinion is rejected. As a general rule, whenever the 
Babylonian Talmud does not provide a clear halakhic ruling, the 
Rambam follows the Jerusalem Talmud. 


And the seller must purchase a path - 11 b mp ‘wr The 
Gemara in Bava Batra (64b) explains that Rabbi Akiva holds 
hat it may be assumed that a seller is generous and includes 
all rights to the property he sells, except where the contract 
stipulates otherwise. Consequently, one who sells his property 
as not maintained for himself even the right to pass through 
itin order to draw water from his pit, and he must purchase this 
right or otherwise obtain permission to pass through from the 
buyer. The Rabbis, however, hold that it may be assumed that 
a seller intends to retain all rights that he does not explicitly 
agree to relinquish. 


to have reserved a path for himself so that he can gain access 
to them. The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva's opin- 
ion that a seller acts generously, as concluded by the Gemara 
in Bava Batra 65a (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Mekhira 25:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 214:2; 215:5). 


When he says to him, apart from these - yin Ay) wai pa 
bya: If one sold his house and specified that he was not selling 
the pit and cistern, he does not have to purchase access to the 
pit and cistern from the buyer (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot 
Mekhira 25:3; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 214:2, 215:5). 
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MI S HN A If one says: I am hereby a nazirite like the 

hair of my head," or: Like the dust of the 
earth, or: Like the sand of the sea, he is a nazirite forever. He has 
accepted a separate term of naziriteship for every hair or particle of 


dust or sand, which in practice means that he will be a nazirite forever. 
And he shaves his hair once every thirty days. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: This nazirite does not shave his hair 
once every thirty days," as he has accepted upon himself one long 
term of naziriteship lasting for as many days as there are hairs or 
particles of dust or sand. And who is the nazirite who shaves his hair 
once every thirty days? One who says: Itis hereby incumbent upon 
me to observe naziriteships like the hair of my head, or: Like the 
dust of the earth, or: Like the sand of the sea. Since he used the 
plural term naziriteships, it is clear that he is accepting distinct terms 
of naziriteship. 


If one says: I am hereby a nazirite in accordance with the capacity 
of the house,™ or: The capacity of the basket, one checks with 
him" what he had in mind. If he said: My intention was to take a 
nazirite vow for one long term of naziriteship, he is a nazirite for 
only thirty days, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna that 
the words long or short are of no account when used in a nazirite vow 
(7a). And if he said: I took a nazirite vow without specification," 
it is assumed that he meant to accept upon himself terms of nazirite- 
ship corresponding to the number of items that fit into the basket, 
and the smallest items normally placed in baskets are used for 
this evaluation. Consequently, one views the basket as though it 
were full of mustard’ seeds, which are extremely small, and he is a 
nazirite for his entire life. 


Mustard —brm: Mustard is produced from several plants, includ- 
ing the white mustard plant, Sinapis nigra, and the black mustard 
plant, Brassica nigra. Often, seeds from different plants are mixed 
together. These plants all come from the Brassicaceae family and 
grow wild in Eretz Yisrael. Black mustard has tangled branches 
and grows in bunches of large, crowded flowers. The condiment 
mustard is produced from its seeds. Black mustard is the largest 
plant in the Brassicaceae family, normally reaching anywhere 
from 0.5-2 m in height, and in some uncommon cases growing 
to up to 5 m. Mustard seeds are small, around 1.5-2 mm in width, 
and they are therefore used as an example of something very 


small, as in the Gemara here. 


BACKGROUND 


Above: White mustard plant 
Left: Black mustard plant 


Seeds of black and white mustard plants 


HALAKHA 


lam hereby a nazirite like the hair of my head, etc. - 
131 WNT wY PV: One who says: | am hereby a 
nazirite like the hair of my head, or: Like the dust of the 
earth, is considered to have accepted upon himself terms 
of naziriteship corresponding to the number of hairs on 
his head. He must therefore shave his hair and bring 
offerings every thirty days for the rest of his life (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:18). 


lam hereby a nazirite in accordance with the capacity 
of the house, etc. - ^3) maT xbn MIP: If one says: 
am hereby a nazirite in accordance with the capacity 
of the house, or: In accordance with the capacity of the 
basket, he is asked to clarify what he meant. If he explains 
hat he meant to accept one term of naziriteship, he is a 
nazirite for thirty days. If he says he vowed to be a nazirite 
without any specific intention, the basket is seen as 
hough it were full of mustard seeds, and consequently 
he is anazirite forever and cuts his hair once every twelve 
months. This is in accordance with the decision cited in 
he Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 3:17). 


NOTES 


This nazirite does not shave his hair once every thirty 
days - piv aww nny mba m pre: The commentaries 
disagree as to the status of this individual according to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Some say he has the status o 
permanent nazirite, who trims his hair and brings offer- 
ings once every twelve months (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna; Meiri). This is the explanation cited in the 
Jerusalem Talmud. Others maintain that according to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, his status is like one who accepts 
a one-hundred-year term of naziriteship (see 7a), and he 
may never cut his hair (Commentary on Nazir; Tosafot; 
Rosh). 


o% 


The capacity of the house - man xin: The refers to the 
capacity of a house or a basket that is currently empty 
(Tosafot). If the house or basket was filled with items, he 
would be obligated to observe a term of naziriteship fo 
each item in the house or basket. 


One checks with him, etc. -= 151 inix orp tia: Rabbeinu 
Todros, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, asks why one checks 
with the individual in this case but not in the first case 
in the mishna, where one accepted naziriteship like the 
hairs of his head. Is it not possible that in the earlier case 
as well, one intended to accept a single term of nazirite- 
ship that seemed large and daunting to him? He answers 
hat a basket is a single unit, and therefore the intention 
must be clarified. Conversely, the hairs on one’s head 
are many separate units, and therefore one who uses 
his language has accepted many terms of naziriteship. 


took a nazirite vow without specification — m1 oN: 
The Rosh explains that he says that he had no particular 
intention in mind and relied on the Sages to clarify his 
statement (see Josefot Yom Tov). 
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HALAKHA 


I am hereby a nazirite from here until such and such a 
place - nibs Dip) TW XB MPY: lf one said: | am hereby 
a nazirite from here until such and such a place, if he has 
not yet set out on his way, then he is a nazirite for thirty 
days. If he has set out on his journey and the place is less 
than thirty days’ walk away, he is a nazirite for thirty days. If 
the place is farther away than that, he observes one term 
of naziriteship lasting as long as the number of days of 
travel remaining on his journey. This is in accordance with 
the explanation cited in the Gemara on 7a (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:5). 


| am hereby a nazirite in accordance with the number 
of days in a solar year — Mant Min» paras MVY: If one 
says: | am hereby a nazirite in accordance with the number 
of days in a year, he must observe 354 terms of naziriteship, 
each lasting thirty days. This corresponds to the number 
of days of a non-leap year in the Jewish calendar, as that 
is what people generally mean when they refer to a year. 
However, if one explicitly referred to a solar year, he must 
observe 365 terms of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 3:7). 


On the condition that this pile will be found to contain 
one hundred kor — vid 7K TM IDA KPE NI by: If one 
says: | am a nazirite if this pile will be found to contain at 
least one hundred kor, and it turns out that the pile has 
been stolen or lost and cannot be measured, he is not a 
nazirite. A case of uncertain naziriteship is treated leniently, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:9). 
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Once he completed all these terms of naziriteship he died - 
nn Dhn qa: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is cited in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud as explaining that the individual was blessed 
with a long life so that he could complete his terms of 
naziriteship. 


As though it were full of cucumbers - pxiwp axon toga: 
Tosafot point out that the Gemara could have said: Full of dough, 
or any other substance that would fill the basket entirely. They 
explain that since the mishna mentioned mustard seeds, the 
Gemara gives an example involving larger produce, but the 
question allows for the possibility that one be obligated in only 
one term of naziriteship as well (see Keren Ora). 


A person places himself, etc. — 131 inyy ny DDI DIN: 

Naziriteship is accepted with a vow, and thereisa principle with 
regard to vows that when the vow is expressed ambiguously, it 
is interpreted based upon the intentions of the individual who 
took the vow. The dispute between Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi 
Yehuda is about whether the speaker meant to take the vow 
even when it was impossible to determine some details per- 
taining to the vow, and this lack of certainty entails stringency, 
or if it is assumed that he certainly did not intend to accept the 
vow under these circumstances. In the Josefta, it is explained 
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NOTES 


If one says: I am hereby a nazirite from here until such and such 
a place,” one estimates how many days it takes to walk from here 
until such and such a place. If it is less than thirty days, he is a 
nazirite for thirty days, since this is the minimum term of nazirite- 
ship. And if not, i.e., if it takes more than thirty days to walk that 
distance, he is a nazirite in accordance with the number of days it 
takes to walk to that place. 


If one says: I am hereby a nazirite in accordance with the number 
of days in a solar year," he counts 365 consecutive naziriteships, in 
accordance with the number of days in a solar year. Rabbi Yehuda 
said: There was an incident where someone took this vow and 
observed 365 consecutive terms of naziriteship. Once he completed 
all these terms of naziriteship, he died." 


GEMARAĄA™ mishna taught that if one said: I am 


hereby a nazirite in accordance with the 
capacity of the basket, and he did not specifically intend to accept 
one term of naziriteship, one views the basket as though it were full 
of mustard seeds, and he is a nazirite for his entire life. The Gemara 
asks: But why does one view the basket as though it were full of 
mustard seeds? Let us view it as though it were full of cucumbers" 
or gourds, which are much larger. The basket would consequently 
hold fewer of them, and there would be a remedy for him, i.e., he 
would be able to complete his terms of naziriteship and resume 
living as a non-nazirite. 


In response to this question, Hizkiyya said: This issue is taught as 
a dispute between tanna’im, and the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said: A person places himself" 
in a state where the resulting uncertainty is more stringent than 
if there were certainty," i.e., an individual willingly accepts condi- 
tions that are ambiguous although this may cause him to have to 
keep more stringent halakhot if the uncertainty is not clarified. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to one who says: I 
am hereby a nazirite on the condition that this pile of grain will 
be found to contain at least one hundred kor," and he went to 
measure the pile and found that it was stolen" or lost, making it 
impossible to determine whether it contained one hundred kor, 
Rabbi Shimon prohibits him to drink wine or cut his hair, as he 
holds that in a case of uncertain naziriteship one is required to 
act stringently. Similarly, in the case in the mishna, since it is not 
known whether one intended to accept naziriteship according 
to the number of mustard seeds in the basket or according to the 
number of gourds there, he must act stringently. 


that they differ with regard to whether one who unwittingly 
takes a nazirite vow must observe naziriteship. Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that such a naziriteship takes effect, whereas Rabbi 
Yehuda believes that a mistaken naziriteship does not take 
effect. 


Where the resulting uncertainty is more stringent than if 
there were certainty — *x 1172 Wan iaw: One explanation of 
this phrase, as it applies to the case in the mishna, is that 
stringency arises because of the ambiguous statement. Had 
been clearer, he would be obligated to be a nazirite only for 
duration that he explicitly stated (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). 
However, most early commentaries explain that since it is 
unclear how many terms of naziriteship he intended to accept, 
once he has completed terms of naziriteship corresponding 
to the number of cucumbers or gourds that could fit into the 
house or basket, he has the status of an uncertain nazirite. The 
halakhot that apply to an uncertain nazirite are more stringent 
than those that apply to one who definitely accepted terms of 
naziriteship according to the number of mustard seeds that 
can fit into the house or basket. If he was a definite nazirite, he 
would shave his hair and bring offerings every thirty days. An 
uncertain nazirite can never shave his hair, due to the prohibi- 
tion against rounding off the corners of the head, which he 


would transgress if he was not really a nazirite (Meiri). He is also 
unable to bring the offerings of a nazirite, in case he is not a 
nazirite and will thereby be bringing non-consecrated animals 
into the Temple courtyard. He cannot even bring the offerings 
on a voluntary basis since they include a sin-offering, which 
cannot be brought on a voluntary basis. 


And he went and found that it was stolen — ixyim abn 
3333W: In this case, the individual's uncertain status as a nazirite 
requires him to act more stringently than if he were certainly a 
nazirite. Due to the possibility that he is not a nazirite, he cannot 
bring the offerings a nazirite must bring at the conclusion of 
his term of naziriteship. However, due to the possibility that 
he is a nazirite, he cannot cut his hair or drink wine without 
having brought the offerings. Therefore, he must refrain from 
cutting his hair and drinking wine indefinitely. The solution for 
such an individual is to state: If | am not a nazirite due to my 
previous statement, | hereby accept naziriteship. That would 
cause him to certainly be a nazirite, and thirty days later he may 
bring the offerings and conclude his naziriteship. However, if he 
became impure due to a corpse before he made the second 
statement, he cannot bring the offerings of an impure nazirite 
and must observe the restrictions of naziriteship indefinitely 
(Tosafot; Rosh). 
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Conversely, Rabbi Yehuda permits him to drink wine or cut his 
hair, as he holds that in a case of uncertain naziriteship one is 
permitted to act leniently. The naziriteship does not take effect, 
since the pile might have contained less than one hundred kor. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: You can even say that the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda because the cases 
in the mishna and in the baraita are not comparable. There, in 
the case discussed in the baraita, he does not necessarily even 
enter a state of naziriteship,’ as it is unclear whether the pile 
contained a kor of grain. Consequently, he retains his previous 
status and is not considered a nazirite. Conversely, in the case 
discussed here in the mishna, he certainly enters a state of 
naziriteship, since he undoubtedly vowed to be a nazirite for 
some period of time. Consequently, how is it possible to remove 
the state of naziriteship from him when it is uncertain when his 
terms end? Therefore, even Rabbi Yehuda would agree that he 
remains a nazirite indefinitely. 


The Gemara asks: Why is it not possible to remove from him the 
status of naziriteship? Let us view the basket as though it were 
full of cucumbers or gourds, as he has accepted at least as many 
terms of naziriteship as the number of cucumbers or gourds that 
can fit in the basket, and in this way there will be a remedy for 
him. It entered our minds" to say that it is distinct naziriteships 
that he accepted upon himself, and so once he has completed 
the minimal number of naziriteships, he should no longer be 
considered a nazirite unless it can be determined that he accepted 
more than this number of terms of naziriteship. 


The Gemara answers: This is not possible, as Rabbi Yehuda 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
as we learned in the mishna (8a) with regard to one who vows: 
I am hereby a nazirite like the hair of my head, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: This nazirite does not shave his hair once every 
thirty days, as he is considered to have accepted one long term of 
naziriteship. And who is the nazirite who has accepted distinct 
terms of naziriteship and therefore shaves his hair once every 
thirty days? One who says: It is incumbent upon me to observe 
naziriteships like the hair of my head, or: Like the dust of the 
earth, or: Like the sand of the sea. Since Rabbi Yehuda agrees 
with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, he holds that one who uses a formula- 
tion similar to that used in the first case in the mishna and says: I 
am hereby a nazirite according to the capacity of the basket, has 
accepted one long term of naziriteship. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda hold in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? But didn’t we learn 
in the mishna that if one says: I am hereby a nazirite in accor- 
dance with the number of days in a solar year, he counts 365 
consecutive naziriteships, in accordance with the number of days 
in a solar year. Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident where 
someone took this vow and observed 365 consecutive terms of 
naziriteship. Once he completed all these terms of naziriteship, 


he died. 


NOTES 


He does not necessarily even enter a state of nazirite- 
ship - mod a mn xb: Since it is uncertain whether 
or not he accepted naziriteship, he is not considered a 

nazirite. This is because it is assumed that he did not 
want to enter into naziriteship with an ambiguous state- 
ment (Rosh). Rabbeinu Peretz explains that the speaker 
merely stated his intention to clearly accept naziriteship 

upon measuring the pile. Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita 

Mekubbetzet, explains that since he was not yet a nazirite 

when he made his statement, he is presumed to main- 
tain his prior status until it can be proven otherwise. In 

the case in the mishna, however, one certainly accepted 

naziriteship and the question pertains to the number 
of terms he accepted. Consequently, he must remain 

a nazirite until it is clear that his terms are complete. 


It entered our minds, etc. — 131 pny xpo sit: Tosafot 
and Rabbeinu Peretz explain that this sentence con- 
cludes the Gemara’s question and is read as follows: 
Since the individual has accepted a separate term of 
naziriteship for each item that can fit into the house or 
basket, once he has observed a single term, he brings the 
offerings for concluding that term. At that point, since it 
is not clear whether he accepted additional terms, Rabbi 
Yehuda should exempt him from naziriteship, just as he 
is quoted in the baraita as exempting one who never 
clearly accepted naziriteship. According to this explana- 
tion, the wording of the Gemara at the beginning of the 
following page must be adjusted slightly. Alternatively, 
it is explained in the Commentary on Nazir that this 
statement is the start of the Gemara’s answer and is 
read as follows: The speaker did not accept separate 
terms of naziriteship, as Rabbi Yehuda agrees with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi that he has accepted one long term of 
naziriteship. Consequently, since it is unclear when that 
term ends, he can never bring the offerings brought at 
the conclusion of naziriteship and he must observe the 
restrictions of naziriteship indefinitely. According to this 
explanation, the wording of the Gemara here must be 
adjusted slightly. 
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NOTES 

Is there completion — own nm "a: It is explained 
in the Commentary on Nazir that according to Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, the individual has not undertaken 365 
terms of naziriteship, each of which lasts for thirty 
days. Rather, each term lasts for 365 days. Alternatively, 
the statement is understood to refer to one term of 
naziriteship for as long as the sun shines, i.e., forever. 
Either way, it is impossible for the individual to com- 
plete his term of naziriteship. 

Other commentaries hold that, according to Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, the individual has accepted one term 
of naziriteship lasting 365 days. Accordingly, the Rid 
explains that if Rabbi Yehuda agreed with this opinion 
he would not have noted that there was an incident 
in which an individual completed this term and then 
died, as one year is not a very long time. Tosafot and 
he Rosh explain that a mishna will typically cite an 
incident in support of a previously stated ruling. Con- 
sequently, Rabbi Yehuda's statement is understood 
o be providing support for the opinion of the first, 
anonymous tanna, who disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. Rabbeinu Peretz and an alternative answer of 
Tosafot claim that the word completion is unsuitable 
ora single term of naziriteship and applies only to one 
who vowed to observe several consecutive periods of 
naziriteship. 


Sheaves of [shibbolei] the Sabbatical Year — Yaw 
Tam: It is explained in the Commentary on Nazir 
that since fields are not sown in the Sabbatical 
Year, the only produce that grows are aftergrowths of 
plants from the previous year. Consequently, they 
grow in sparse patches that can be counted. However, 
most commentaries, e.g., the Arukh, had a text of the 
Gemara that included the word shevilei, paths, instead 
of shibbolei. According to this version, a consequence 
of the fact that fields are not sown in the seventh year 
is that their owners do not mind if people walk through 
them, which leads to the formation of many paths. This 
version of the text is also cited in the Commentary 
on Nazir. 
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The Gemara explains its question: Granted, if you say that he accepts 
upon himself many naziriteships, that is the reason for his statement 
that once he completed all these terms of naziriteship he died. How- 
ever, if you say that Rabbi Yehuda does not agree with the unattributed 
opinion of the mishna and holds that he accepted upon himself one 
term of naziriteship lasting 365 days, is there completion" here at all? 
Rabbi Yehuda would not have used this terminology in reference to 
the mishna’s previous statement if he himself holds that the individual 
accepted only one term of naziriteship. 


And furthermore, does Rabbi Yehuda hold in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? But isn’t it taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehuda says: If one says: I am hereby a nazirite like 
the number of piles [helketei]' of figs [kayitz]' left to dry, or: Like 
the number of sheaves of the Sabbatical Year," he must count as 
many naziriteships as the number of piles of figs or as the number 
of sheaves of the Sabbatical Year? This proves that Rabbi Yehuda 
does not hold that the individual accepts only one long term of 
naziriteship. 


The Gemara responds: This does not prove that Rabbi Yehuda does 
not agree with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, since one who specifies: Like 
the number, is different, as even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would agree 
that he is referring to distinct terms of naziriteship rather than one long 
term of naziriteship. 


The Gemara asks: And is the case of one who says: Like the number, 
different according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? But isn’t it taught in a 

baraita that if one says: I am hereby a nazirite like the number of days 

ina solar year, he counts naziriteships corresponding to the number 

of days in a solar year. If one says: Like the days in a lunar year, i.e., a 

year comprised of twelve lunar months, he counts terms of naziriteship 

corresponding to the days in alunar year. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 

He is assumed to have accepted one term of naziriteship until he says: 
It is incumbent upon me to observe naziriteships like the number of 
days in a solar year, or: Like the number of days in a lunar year. This 

demonstrates that if one did not explicitly use the plural term nazirite- 
ships, he is assumed to have accepted a single term of naziriteship even 

if he said: Like the number. 


Piles [helketei] - pon: There are many opinions as to the source 
of this word. Some assert that it comes from the Greek édixtdc, 
heliktos, meaning something bent and rounded, like a kind of 
bracket. According to this explanations, the term helketei is used 
ere to refer to piles of figs left out to dry. Others claim that helketei 
óAxóç, holkos, meaning a trail or path. 
Accordingly, the term is used here because when figs are laid out 
th paths between them in order to 


is derived from the Gree 


o dry they are arranged wi 
allow the owner to attend to the figs. 


Figs [kayitz] — ¥»: A biblical word for figs that are left out to dry. 
The ends [katzot] of the figs were cut to allow some of the latex, 
he milky substance found in figs, to flow out, and then they were 
eft in the sun to dry. Additionally, during the summer [kayitz], the 
fields were filled with mounds of drying figs. 


LANGUAGE 


Figs with dripping latex left out to dry 
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The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda holds in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion in one case and disagrees with 
him in one case. He holds in accordance with his opinion in 
one case, as follows: If one says: I am hereby a nazirite like the 
hairs of my head, he has accepted upon himself one term of 
naziriteship for as many days as the number of hairs on his head. 
And he disagrees with him in one case, as according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, the case of one who counts is different’ from the previ- 
ous case, and so one who states: Like the number of hairs of my 
head, is considered to have accepted many distinct terms of 
naziriteship. However, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, one 
who counts is not different. He is assumed to have accepted a 
single term of naziriteship unless he explicitly uses the plural term 
naziriteships. 


§ The Sages taught: If one says: I am hereby a nazirite all the 
days of my life," or: I am hereby a permanent nazirite, he is a 
permanent nazirite and he trims his hair on a yearly basis like 
Absalom. However, in the case of one who accepts upon himself 
naziriteship for a fixed amount of time, even if he says: One 
hundred years" or even: One thousand years, he is not the 
specific type of nazirite known as a permanent nazirite. Rather, 
he is a regular nazirite forever, and he may never cut his hair. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: If one said: I am hereby a 
nazirite and one," he counts two terms of naziriteship, since he 
first took a nazirite vow and then accepted an additional term of 
naziriteship. If one said: I am hereby a nazirite and one and more, 
he counts three terms of naziriteship. If he added to that state- 
ment: And again, he counts four. The Gemara asks: Isn’t this 
last halakha obvious? The Gemara answers: It is necessary to 
teach this halakha. Lest you say that the words and again are 
referring to terms of naziriteship equal in number to all the 
terms" he has already accepted, and he has therefore accepted six 
terms of naziriteship altogether, the baraita therefore teaches us 
that this is not the correct interpretation of his statement. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one said: I am hereby a nazirite, 
Sumakhos says: Ifhe then added the word hen, which means one 
in Greek, he has accepted one’ term of naziriteship. If one said: 
Digon,' which means two sides in Hebraicized Greek, he must 
observe two terms of naziriteship. If one said: Trigon, which 
means triangle in Hebraicized Greek, then he has accepted three 
terms of naziriteship. Ifhe said: Tetragon, quadrilateral in Hebrai- 
cized Greek, then he has accepted four terms, and if he said: 
Puntigon, pentagon in Hebraicized Greek, then he has accepted 
five terms of naziriteship. 


NOTES 


According to Rabbi Yehuda one who counts is different — 927 
min mb sw Tm: According to this explanation, there are three 


distinct opinions cited in the mishna: According to the Rabbis, 


one who takes a vow to be a nazirite by mentioning something 
that divides into a number of distinct units is obligated to observe 
terms of naziriteship corresponding to that number. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi holds that unless one explicitly mentions the plural term 
naziriteships, one who vows in this manner intends to observe 
a single term of naziriteship lasting as many days as those units. 
According to both these opinions, there is no difference whether 
or not the speaker mentions the word number. According to 
Rabbi Yehuda, if one mentions the word number, e.g., he says: 
Like the number of hairs of my head, he intends to accept separate 
terms of naziriteship. However, if he does not use this term he 
intends to accept a single term of naziriteship (see Rosh). 


Even one hundred years — mW nga box: Any fixed number 
is considered a single unit, and therefore this statement is an 
acceptance of a single term of naziriteship. 


The words and again are referring to terms of naziriteship like 
all the terms — aap 13 W): The Rosh explains that the Gemara 
could have said that one might have thought that the words: 
And more, imply the same as the previous total, but it preferred 
to address the last phrase mentioned in the baraita. 


If he then added the word hen he has accepted one, etc. — (7 
^d nn: Most commentaries explain that the novelty of Sumak- 
hos's teaching is that one can accept naziriteship in any language. 
The Rosh indicates that the novelty is that if one says: | am hereby 
hen, or: | am hereby digon, he has accepted one or two terms of 
naziriteship, respectively. This is because the phrase: | am hereby, 
serves as an intimation of naziriteship. Additionally, the words of 
Greek origin mentioned here are not numbers but rather refer 
to shapes with certain numbers of sides, and the novelty is that 
despite the imprecision of his language, it is understood that one 
is referring to terms of naziriteship. 


HALAKHA 

| am hereby a nazirite all the days of my life, etc. - 
ADTI wha MPY: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite 
all the days of my life, or: | am hereby a permanent 
nazirite, he becomes a permanent nazirite. If he stipu- 
lates a fixed time in his vow, he is a nazirite for that 
period of time, even if it is longer than the human life 
span (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:11). 


| am hereby a nazirite and one, etc. — NTN) m3 9°77 
"131: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite and one, he is 
obligated to observe two terms of naziriteship. If he 
says: | am hereby a nazirite and one and another, he is 
obligated to observe three terms of naziriteship, and 
if he adds: And again, he is a nazirite for four terms, as 
stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 3:8). 


LANGUAGE 

Digon, etc. — 13113: From the Greek Styovov, digonon, 
meaning having two sides, and related to diyovos, 
digonos, meaning again, another time. Similarly, 
tpiywvoy, trigonon, means a triangle, and tpiywvoc, 
trigonos, means a third time. Tetragon comes from the 
Greek tetpaywvov, tetragonon, meaning with four 
equal angles, rectangular, or square. Puntigon comes 
from the Greek mevtáywvov, pentagonon, meaning 
five sided, and it is used here to mean a fifth time. 


NATN pI:NAZIR:PEREKI:8B 43 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Around house, etc. - nabiy ma: Only a house with four walls 
can become impure with leprosy. If the house is round or has 
three or five walls, it cannot become impure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tzara'at 14:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Leprosy of the house — w73 1933): By Torah law (see Leviticus 
14:33-57), if leprous spots appear on a house, all the objects in 
the house are removed in order to prevent them from becom- 
ing ritually impure, after which a priest is brought to examine 
the house. If the priest confirms that there is evidence of leprosy, 
the house is quarantined for a week, after which it is reexam- 
ined by the priest. If the leprous spots have darkened or disap- 
peared, the house is declared ritually pure. If the spots have 
remained unchanged, the house is quarantined for a second 
week. If the spots then darken, the house is declared ritually 
pure after undergoing a purification process. However, if the 
spots remain unchanged or have spread, the affected parts of 
the house are removed and replaced with new materials, after 
which the house is quarantined for a third week. If the spots 
reappear, the entire house must be destroyed, and its stones 
are disposed of in a ritually impure place. 

A leprous house renders people and objects inside it ritually 
impure, with the exception of objects in hermetically sealed 
earthenware containers. If the house is declared free of leprosy, 
it is purified by a process involving birds, cedarwood, and red 
thread, parallel to the purification process of a leprous person. 


NOTES 


It states, when referring to a wall, the plural term walls, etc. - 
ADIN VP Wik NIT: It is noted in the Commentary on Nazir 
that the baraita does not expound every instance where the 
word wall appears in the verses pertaining to leprosy on a 
house, as the verse also states: “And its appearance be lower 
than the wall” (Leviticus 14:37). Rather, the baraita expounds 
only the instances in which the plural walls is used unneces- 
sarily instead of the singular term wall. 

The early commentaries ask why the plural terms are con- 
sidered unnecessary, given that the Gemara derives from these 
erms that a house is considered to be afflicted with leprosy 
only if a symptom appears on a corner of the house, such that 
a single, unbroken spot appears on two walls (Sanhedrin 71a). 
The Rosh answers that only one of the plural terms is necessary 
or that derivation, and the other usage serves as the source for 
he halakha that only a four-sided house can be afflicted with 
eprosy. Alternatively, Rabbeinu Peretz states that if the plural 
erm were used only in order to teach that the symptom must 
appear on a corner of the house, the Torah would have used 
he same term throughout. 
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The Gemara cites another baraita dealing with these same expres- 
sions: The Sages taught: A round house," a two-sided house, a 

triangle-shaped house, and a pentagon-shaped house cannot 

become impure with leprosy, whereas a house shaped like a 

quadrilateral can become impure with leprosy.” What is the 

reason for this? In the verse below it states, when referring to a 

wall, the plural term walls:" “And, behold, if the plague has spread 

in the walls of the house” (Leviticus 14:39). Additionally, in the 

verse above it states, when referring to a wall, the plural term 

walls: “And behold, if the plague be in the walls of the house” 
(Leviticus 14:37). These plural terms are unnecessary, and it is 

therefore understood that there are four walls mentioned here in 

order to indicate that a house can become impure through leprosy 
only ifit has four sides. 
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In this chapter the Gemara established the following: Commonly used substitute 
terms for the language of nazirite vows and substitute terms that were set by the Sages 
are effective expressions to use when accepting upon oneself a nazirite vow. Similarly, 
intimations of nazirite vows that clearly express one’s intent to become a nazirite are 
effective nazirite vows, although they are incomplete statements. Occasionally, the 
meaning of a statement is understood from its context. For example, if one takes a 
vaguely articulated vow while a nazirite is passing by or while holding on to one’s 
hair, his statement is considered a nazirite vow. Additionally, one who accepts upon 
himself some of the restrictions of a nazirite becomes a full-fledged nazirite. How- 
ever, expressions that are themselves only substitutes for substitute terms of nazirite 
vows, and ambiguous intimations of nazirite vows that are completely obscure are 
not considered nazirite vows. They do not obligate the speaker to become a nazirite. 


The Gemara determined that the minimum duration ofa term of naziriteship is thirty 
days. If one takes a nazirite vow without specifying the duration of the naziriteship, 
he becomes a nazirite for thirty days. This is true even if he says that he will be a 
nazirite for one large period, or for one small period, without specifying the precise 
length of the period. If he accepts upon himself a period of a naziriteship and a 
half, he is obligated to observe two thirty-day periods, unless it was clear that he 
intended to accept upon himself one term of naziriteship that would last longer than 
the duration of an unspecified term of naziriteship. If one compares the number of 
naziriteship periods that he is accepting upon himself with separate, distinct items, 
he becomes obligated in multiple, consecutive terms, equal to the number of items 
with which he compared his naziriteship. 


This chapter discussed the three different ways that one can become a nazirite for 
the duration of his lifetime and the different halakhot that apply to each type of 
lifelong nazirite. One who accepts upon himself consecutive terms of naziriteship 
or a single term of naziriteship that will last longer than his life span is a nazirite 
forever. In the case of consecutive terms, the nazirite treats each period as a separate 
term of naziriteship. He shaves his hair and brings offerings at the conclusion of each 
term. One who takes a nazirite vow and specifies that it applies for the duration of 
his life is also a nazirite forever. In this case, the individual is known as a permanent 
nazirite and is obligated in one long term of naziriteship that lasts for the duration of 
his lifetime. However, once a year he trims his hair and brings the nazirite offerings. 
Finally, some Sages explain that it is possible to vow to be a nazirite like Samson. This 
type of naziriteship lasts for the duration of one’s life but differs from a permanent 
nazirite in that the individual is permitted to become impure from a corpse but is 
prohibited from ever cutting his hair. 


Summary of 
Perek | 
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This chapter addresses instances where unusual terminology is employed in uttering 
vows of naziriteship. This chapter discusses statements that can be interpreted in 
multiple ways, vows of naziriteship that are made with a variety of stipulations, or 
vows made in circumstances that complicate their implementation. 


The first issue the Gemara considers is a situation in which the language or context 
of a statement might indicate an acceptance of naziriteship or might be a different 
vow altogether. A second set of problems concerns instances where an individual 
takes a vow of naziriteship without a full understanding of its halakhot or without 
the willingness to accept all of the restrictions involved in naziriteship. 


One is able to vow to pay for the offerings of a nazirite rather than to become one 
himself. The Gemara addresses the extent of the obligations incurred by one who 
states such a vow, and the obligations incurred by one who obligates himself to pay 
for only a part of the nazirite offerings. 


Another discussion in this chapter examines a naziriteship vow made conditional 
on the speaker having a child. The Gemara addresses whether he meant to become 
a nazirite both if he had a boy or a girl, or perhaps only if he had a boy. 


This chapter also discusses the halakha in a case where one vowed to observe a term 
of naziriteship that would begin on a certain day or when a certain event occurs, 
and then accepts another vow of naziriteship whose term will interfere with the 
implementation of the previous vow. 


Introduction to 
Perek II 
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fore will refrain from dried figs" and from 
cakes of dried figs, Beit Shammai say: His statement renders him a 
full-fledged nazirite, and his addition: From dried figs, is insignificant, 
as this fruit is not included in the prohibitions of a nazirite, which 
include only products of the grapevine. And Beit Hillel say: He is 
not a nazirite, since he did not accept naziriteship upon himself. 
Rabbi Yehuda said: Even when Beit Shammai said that this vow 
takes effect, they said that only in a case where one said that he 
meant: They are hereby forbidden to me" as an offering. In that case 
it is as though he took a vow rendering the figs forbidden to him. 
However, Beit Shammai concede that although the vow takes effect, 
it is not a vow of naziriteship. 


GEMARA It is stated in the mishna that if one says: 


I am hereby a nazirite and therefore will 
refrain from dried figs and from cakes of dried figs, Beit Shammai 
say: He is a nazirite. The Gemara asks: But why? The Merciful 
One states in the Torah in the passage dealing with naziriteship: 


(Numbers 6:4). In naziriteship, only the fruit of the vine is prohibited. 
The Gemara answers: Beit Shammai hold in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, who says: A person does not utter a state- 
ment for naught. In other words, if one utters a statement that can- 
not be fulfilled as stated, his statement is interpreted in a manner that 
renders it relevant. Here too, Beit Shammai say that he misspoke and 
actually intended to take a vow of naziriteship. 


And Beit Hillel hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
who says: A person is also held accountable for the conclusion 
of his statement. If one states two irreconcilable clauses, e.g., this 
animal is a substitute for a burnt-offering, a substitute for a peace- 
offering; the second clause is not disregarded, and the animal 
assumes both statuses. And this is a vow with its inherent opening, 
i.e, reason for dissolution. Although he said: I am hereby a nazirite, 
by adding the words: From dried figs and from cakes of dried figs, 
he indicated that his intention was that the naziriteship would not 
take effect. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Beit Shammai too," it is a vow 
with its inherent opening, and since they certainly agree that a 
vow of this kind does not take effect, why do they hold that this 
vow takes effect? 


NOTES 


In a case where one said: They are hereby forbidden to me, 
etc. - 3) by {707 wixa: Many commentaries (Rabbeinu 
Peretz, citing Rosh; Rid) explain that although the first term he 
used explicitly referred to naziriteship, he actually intended to 
state a standard vow of prohibition. The Rid even has a variant 
reading: Like one who said, instead of: In a case of one who said. 


Tosafot explain that although 
meaning, it can refer to separa 
can be used as an expression o 
cited by Rabbeinu Peretz and 


he word nazirite has a specific 
tion in general, and therefore it 
f a vow. An alternative approach, 
Rabbeinu Azriel, is that he was 


actually asked about his intention afterward, and he clarified 
that he intended to vow that dried figs were forbidden to him. 
The Commentary on Nazir, according to some later authori- 
ties, and Rabbi Avraham min HaHar claim that the case under 
discussion is one in which one explicitly stated: They are hereby 
forbidden to me like an offering, in addition to his initial state- 
ment of: | am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from 
dried figs. 


An entirely different approach is presented in the Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna. He contends that even accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda, Beit Shammai hold that the individual 
becomes a nazirite, since the usage of the word: Offering, indi- 
cates that he wishes to be a nazirite, as offerings are an integral 
part of naziriteship. If he does not mention an offering, his words 
are meaningless even according to Beit Shammai. 


And Beit Shammai too — 2 aw ma: The Rid points out that 
the logic of this claim is in fact the opposite of that which was 
previously attributed to Beit Shammai, as earlier the Gemara 
explained that the second statement is not to be understood 
as a Clarification of the first. He therefore explains that the 
Gemara is suggesting an alternative formulation, whose initial 
assumption is that this is a vow with its inherent opening to 
broach dissolution, and then explains that Beit Shammai holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. See Tosafot for a 
different explanation. 


HALAKHA 


| am hereby a nazirite from dried figs, etc. =- 12277 


AD MNTBINT pa: The Rambam writes that i 
hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain 
or: From cakes of dried figs, or any statem 
it is prohibited for him to derive benefit 


one says: | am 
from dried figs, 
ent of this kind, 
rom them due 


to his vow, but he is not rendered a nazirite. This ruling is 


in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hi 


lel. The Ra‘avad 


disagrees with the Rambam, claiming that the Gemara 


indicates that according to the opinion o 


Beit Hillel one 


is not prohibited from deriving benefit even from dried 


figs. Tosefot Yom Tov and Likkutei Halakhot 


offer additional 


explanations of this matter (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 


Nezirut 1:10). 
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The Gemara explains the dispute: Rather, Beit Shammai hold in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said: A person 
does not utter a statement for naught, and once he said: I am 
hereby a nazirite, he is immediately rendered a nazirite. When 
he then says: And therefore I will refrain from dried figs and 
from cakes of dried figs, he is coming to request" that a halakhic 
authority dissolve his vow, as he regrets having taken the vow 
and is now seeking to dissolve it. And Beit Shammai follow their 
standard line of reasoning, as they say: One cannot request 
that a halakhic authority dissolve a vow of consecrated property," 
which one can do for vows of prohibition. And since one cannot 
request that a halakhic authority dissolve a vow of consecrated 
property, likewise one cannot request that a halakhic authority 
dissolve a vow of naziriteship,“" as the legal status of a vow of 
naziriteship is like that of a vow of consecrated property in this 
regard. 


And Beit Hillel hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon," as we learned in a mishna (Menahot 103a): If one vows 
to bring a meal-offering from barley, since voluntary meal-offerings 
are brought only from wheat, the Rabbis say: He must bring a meal- 
offering from wheat, and Rabbi Shimon exempts him entirely, as 
he did not donate in the manner typical of donors. Since he 
donated an offering that cannot be sacrificed, his vow is meaning- 
less. Here too, since he took a vow of naziriteship stating that he 
therefore will refrain from dried figs rather than from wine, his 
statement is meaningless. 


NOTES 


He is coming to request — XPT NIT Domne: The early com- 
mentaries point out that the wording here is imprecise, as he 
has not actually appeared before a halakhic authority to request 
the dissolution of his vow. Rather, it means that he regrets taking 
the vow, and this is comparable to one who goes to request 
dissolution (Tosafot). 


One cannot request of a halakhic authority to dissolve a vow 
of naziriteship - mma mow px: The Commentary on Nazir 
explains that naziriteship is compared to consecration in the 
verse: “He shall be holy” (Numbers 6:5), as the same Hebrew 
word, kadosh, is used for both consecration and the holiness 
of a nazirite. Josafot and other early commentaries offer similar 
explanations. Maharit Algazi and the Netziv suggest that a vow 
of naziriteship is considered like consecration because it includes 
the offerings brought by the nazirite upon the completion of 
his term. One who seeks to have his naziriteship dissolved is 
effectively asking for the dissolution of the requirement to bring 
these offerings. The language of the Gemara offers some support 
for this interpretation. 


Request dissolution of a vow of consecrated property — aw 
wpa: The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai; rather, one may rescind a donation of consecrated 
property and dissolve vows of consecration, just as one may 
dissolve standard vows. However, it is a mitzva to fulfill one’s 
dedications to the Temple, and one should seek to dissolve those 
vows only in cases of extreme necessity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nedarim 4:7, 13:25; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 203:3, 258:1). 


HALAKHA 


And Beit Hillel hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon - piyaw raya ap bdr ma: Beit Hillel do not even 
address the issue of whether one can rescind consecrated 
property because they hold that one who does not formulate 
his statement properly has not consecrated the item at al 
(Tosafot). The following question is posed by some early com- 
mentaries: Why doesn't the Gemara simply say that according 
to Beit Hillel, rescinding is possible in the case of consecrated 
property, as they do in fact hold? On the following page, Tosafot 
answer that this explanation would not account for the fac 
that in this situation Beit Hillel do not even prohibit one from 
benefiting from dried figs. Others suggest that the Gemara 
preferred an explanation that applies even according to the 
opinion that there is no rescinding of consecrated items (Shita 
Mekubbetzet), or that it wanted to suggest an answer that also 
suits Rabbi Yehuda’s explanation of the opinion of Beit Shammai 
(Rabbeinu Todros). 


Request dissolution of a vow of naziriteship — mYna maw: 
One who takes a vow of naziriteship and regrets his vow may 
request that a halakhic authority dissolve his naziriteship in the 
same manner as standard vows are dissolved (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:1). 
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§ The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of this tanna. As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Natan says 
that if one says: I am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from 
dried figs, Beit Shammai say: He has rendered dried figs forbidden to 
himself by a vow, and he is also a nazirite; and Beit Hillel say: He has 
rendered dried figs forbidden to himself by a vow, but he is not a 
nazirite." According to Rabbi Natan, Beit Shammai hold in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir that a person does not utter 
statements for naught and that he becomes a nazirite as soon as he says: 
Iam hereby a nazirite; and he explains the opinion of Beit Shammai as 
Rabbi Yehuda does, i.e., that one in this situation has vowed that dried 
figs are forbidden to him, since the rest ofhis statement also has signifi- 
cance. And Beit Hillel hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei" that one is held to the conclusion of his statement, and he has 
therefore vowed that dried figs are forbidden to him. 


Some say a different version" of the baraita: Rabbi Natan says that 
Beit Shammai say: He has rendered dried figs forbidden to himself by 
a vow and he is not a nazirite; and Beit Hillel say: He has not ren- 
dered dried figs forbidden to himself by a vow, and he is not a nazirite. 
According to this version, the opinion of Beit Shammai is as Rabbi 
Yehuda explained in the mishna, and Beit Hillel hold in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that a donation not 
performed in the manner typical of donors is not a donation. 


§ The Gemara discusses a case mentioned earlier. We learned in a 
mishna there (Menahot 103a): With regard to one who says: It is 
incumbent upon me to bring a meal-offering® from barley," since 
voluntary meal-offerings are made only with wheat he must bring a 
meal-offering from wheat. If one vows to bring a meal-offering from 
flour, since a standard meal-offering is made from fine flour he must 
bring one from fine flour. If one vows to bring a meal-offering without 
oil and frankincense, he must bring it with oil and frankincense, in 
accordance with the halakha. If one vows to bring a meal-offering with 
half of a tenth of an ephah of fine flour, he must bring a meal-offering 
with a full tenth, since a meal-offering cannot have less than one-tenth 
of an ephah of flour. If one vows to bring a meal-offering with a tenth 
and a half, he brings two units of a tenth of an ephah in his meal- 
offering. Since half of one-tenth of an ephah is the minimum, his vow 
is increased to two full tenths. Rabbi Shimon exempts him entirely in 
all these cases, as he did not donate in the manner typical of donors. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught that when one said: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal-offering from barley, he 
brings a meal-offering from wheat? Hizkiyya said that this halakha is 
taught as a dispute between tanna’im, and it is the opinion of Beit 
Shammai. He explains: Didn’t Beit Shammai say that when one said: 
I am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from dried figs and 
from cakes of dried figs, he is a nazirite, indicating that he is held 
to only the first part of his statement, and the conflicting details are 
ignored? So too, when he said that he will bring a meal-offering from 
barley, he brings it from wheat, and the same analysis applies to the 
other cases listed in this mishna. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: You can even say that all, including Beit 
Hillel, agree with the opinion of the Rabbis of the mishna, as the 
mishna may be stated with regard to one who later says, to clarify his 
earlier statement: Had I known that one cannot vow in this manner, 
that one cannot bring a voluntary meal-offering from barley, I would 
not have vowed that way, only this way, to bring a meal-offering from 
wheat. Mentioning barley was an error on his part rather than a condi- 
tion, and he actually meant to bring a standard meal-offering. In this 
case even Beit Hillel, who maintain in the mishna here that there is no 
vow at all, deem him liable to bring a proper meal-offering. 


HALAKHA 


Forbidden by a vow, but he is not a nazirite, etc. - 
ADM PRINT: The Rambam rules that if one says: l am 

hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from dried 

figs, or any similar statement, then dried figs are forbid- 
den to him due to his vow, however naziriteship does 

not take effect. The Ra’avad objects to the Rambam’s 

ruling, as the Gemara indicates that the mishna is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, and 

therefore one should not even be bound by a vow. The 

Kesef Mishne states that the Rambam’s version of the 

text probably read: The mishna is in accordance with 

Rabbi Natan. Other commentaries reconcile Rambam’s 

ruling without emending the text, since they maintain 

that this is the opinion of Beit Hillel as presented in the 

mishna (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:10). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a meal-offering 
from barley, etc. — oiyw yo wad aman oy an 
^3): If one says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
meal-offering of barley, or: A meal-offering of half a 
enth, or: A meal-offering of no oil or frankincense, he 
is exempt, since he has not donated in the manner 
ypical of donors. If he says: It is incumbent upon me 
o bring a meal-offering from barley, or: From lentils, 
and the like, he is questioned about his intentions. If 
he thought that there was such a meal-offering, and 
had he known that meal-offerings must comprise a 
ull tenth of fine wheat flour with oil and frankincense 
he would not have vowed as he did, he is exempt. If 
he says that had he known, he would have vowed in 
he proper manner, he is obligated to bring a standard 
meal-offering. The Kesef Mishne explains that the rul- 
ing of the Rambam is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, as well as in accordance with the 
opinion of Zeeiri in tractate Menahot, who differentiate 
between one who says: A meal-offering of, and one 
who says: A meal-offering from (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 17:9). 


NOTES 

And Beit Hillel hold in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei - pi a5 ay nap bon m: Tosafot and 
other early commentaries have a variant reading of 
the text: Hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. In other words, the opinion of Beit Hillel in the 
baraita is the same as Rabbi Yehuda's explanation of 
Beit Shammai in the mishna, i.e., that there is only a 
vow and no naziriteship. 


A different version — KINN x: This version is 
exactly the same as that of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna. 
The only difference is the Gemara’s addition that Beit 
Hillel hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon that if one did not express his donation in the 
typical manner it does not take effect. 


BACKGROUND 

Meal-offering — Anan: There are a variety of offerings 
of flour or bread that were brought in the Temple. The 
Gemara here is discussing a vow to bring a voluntary 
meal-offering, which may be brought in one of four 
ways: Mixed with oil, baked in an oven, fried on a 
griddle, or in a pan (see Leviticus 21-13). All of these 
offerings were made of fine wheat flour. 
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BACKGROUND 


Lentils — wy: Lentils, Lens culinaris, are a type of 
legume that grows on a bushy plant with purple 
flowers. The plant is about 40 cm tall, and the seeds 
grow in pods. The color of the seeds can be orange, 
green, yellow, brown, or black. There is evidence that 
lentils were consumed by people throughout the 
world since antiquity. 


Lentil bush and flowers 


Lentils of different colors 


The omer meal-offering — wiy nna: The omeris a 
measure of grain, one-tenth of an ephah. This term is 
used to refer to the measure of barley offered in the 
Temple on the sixteenth of Nisan, the second day of 
Passover. The offering was brought irrespective of 
whether the sixteenth of Nisan was a Shabbat or a 
weekday. The omer was harvested on the night fol- 
lowing the first day of Passover from the newly ripe 
barley and was prepared as roasted flour. A handful 
was burned on the altar; the rest was eaten by the 
priests. In addition to the omer, a male sheep was 
sacrificed as a burnt-offering, together with a wine 
libation and two-tenths of an ephah of wheat flour 
as a meal-offering. Once the omer had been offered, 
grain from the new harvest could be eaten. 


NOTES 

Hizkiyya retracted — mpm Aa IT: Tosafot explain 
that Hizkiyya retracted his opinion that the mishna in 
tractate Menahot is in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai. Instead, he now agrees with Rabbi 
Yohanan that it is referring to one who says he vowed 
in error. Accordingly, Tosafot omit the following sen- 
tence from the Gemara: Rather, Hizkiyya holds that 
when Beit Shammai stated their opinion there, their 
intention was as explained by Rabbi Yehuda. This 
sentence likewise does not appear in the parallel 
discussion in Menahot. Others claim that Hizkiyya 
did not retract his statement about the mishna in 
Menahot. They contend that Hizkiyya in fact retracted 
his understanding of the opinion of Beit Shammai in 
the mishna here. He is no longer of the opinion that 
Beit Shammai's opinion is as stated by the unattrib- 
uted mishna, and he agrees with Rabbi Yehuda that 
according to Beit Shammai one is bound by a vow 
but is not a nazirite (Commentary on Nazir; Meiri). 
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With regard to this ruling Hizkiyya says: They taught that he 
must bring a meal-offering from wheat only if he said that he 
will bring a meal-offering from barley. But if he said he will 
bring a meal-offering from lentils,” he does not bring anything. 
The difference is that the meal-offerings of the omer and ofa sota 
are made from barley, so if he said: From barley, he may have 
mistakenly believed that a voluntary meal-offering can be pre- 
pared from barley as well. As everyone knows that no meal- 
offering is made from lentils, his statement demonstrates that 
he never intended to bring a meal-offering. 


The Gemara asks: Now consider, in accordance with whose 

opinion does Hizkiyya establish the mishna in Menahof? It is 

in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai. But lentils 

relative to a meal-offering are comparable to dried figs rela- 
tive to a nazirite, as everyone is likewise aware that one cannot 
be a nazirite and therefore refrain from figs, and yet Beit Sham- 
mai say he is a nazirite. Why not say that one who vows to bring 
a meal-offering from lentils is obligated to bring a standard meal- 
offering? The Gemara answers: Hizkiyya retracted from it and 

no longer holds that the mishna in Menahot is in accordance 

with the opinion of Beit Shammai. 


The Gemara asks: And why did he in fact retract from it? Rava 
said: The mishna caused him difficulty and demonstrated his 
error. If the mishna is in accordance with Beit Shammai’s opin- 
ion with regard to a nazirite, why does the tanna specifically 
teach the case of one who says that he will bring a meal-offering 
from barley? Let him teach a greater novelty, i.e., that even one 
who vowed to bring a meal-offering from lentils is obligated to 
bring a meal-offering made from wheat. Rather, Hizkiyya holds 
that when Beit Shammai stated their opinion there, i.e., in the 
mishna with regard to a nazirite, their intention was as explained 
by Rabbi Yehuda, that one’s statement is interpreted to be 
meaningful and it can have the meaning of creating a vow that 
dried figs are forbidden to him. In the case of the meal-offering, 
even they agree that since one’s vow has no meaning, as there 
cannot be a meal-offering made of lentils, no vow takes effect. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even one who vowed to bring a 
meal-offering from lentils must bring a meal-offering from 
wheat. The Gemara asks: But Rabbi Yohanan is he who said 
that the mishna is referring to a case of one who says: Had I 
known that one cannot vow in this manner, I would not have 
vowed that way, only this way? In the case of the lentils, it is 
not reasonable to say that he erred in thinking that one may 
vow to bring a meal-offering from lentils. The Gemara answers: 
He stated this ruling in accordance with the statement of 
Hizkiyya. Rabbi Yohanan was not stating his own opinion; he 
was challenging the ruling of Hizkiyya. 


The Gemara explains his challenge: What is the reason you 
retracted your earlier opinion that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai? You did so because it does 
not teach: From lentils. That is not conclusive, as perhaps it is 
speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary, as follows: It 
is not necessary to say that when one says: It is incumbent 
upon me to bring a meal-offering from lentils, that he brings a 
proper meal-offering of wheat. In that situation it can be said 
that by saying: From lentils, he is retracting his first statement 
and now wants to rescind his vow. And yet Beit Shammai hold 
that he is held to the first part of his statement, and they do not 
allow the rescinding of a vow of consecration. But if he said: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a meal-offering from barley, 
since it is possible to explain that certainly this is what he said: 
If this meal-offering that I have vowed to bring from barley is 
consecrated like the omer meal-offering,® 
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or like the meal-offering of a sota,” both of which are made of 
barley, it should become consecrated, and if it is not possible 
to volunteer a meal-offering from barley, it should not be a 
meal-offering at all. The mishna therefore teaches us that one 
nevertheless brings a meal-offering made from wheat. Rabbi 
Yohanan holds that the difficulty raised by Hizkiyya against his own 
explanation is inconclusive, and he need not have retracted it. 


MI S H NA If one said: This cow said:" I am hereby a 


nazirite if I stand up; or if he said: This 
door says: I am hereby a nazirite if I am opened, Beit Shammai 
say he is a nazirite, and Beit Hillel say he is not a nazirite. Rabbi 
Yehuda said:" Even when Beit Shammai say that the vow is effec- 
tive, they say so only with regard to one who said: This cow is 
hereby forbidden to me as an offering if it stands up. In that case 
it is as if he took a vow that the cow is forbidden. However, Beit 
Shammai concede that although the vow takes effect, it is not a 


vow of naziriteship. 
GEMA The Gemara asks: Does a cow speak? 
What is the meaning of the statement: A 
cow said: I am hereby a nazirite? Rami bar Hama said: With what 
are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where there was 
a prone cow before him, and he tried, without success, to cause it 
to stand, and he said: This cow thinks it will not stand; I am 
hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from its flesh if it 
stands of its own accord, and in fact it stood of its own accord. 
Beit Shammai follow their standard approach and Beit Hillel 
follow their standard approach. 


The Gemara explains: Beit Shammai, who say that one who vows 
to be a nazirite and therefore will refrain from dried figs and from 
cakes of dried figs is a nazirite, say that here too, when he says: 
I am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from its flesh, is 
a nazirite. Since one does not utter a statement for naught, he is 
held to the first part of his statement: I am hereby a nazirite, and 
the words: And therefore will refrain from its flesh, are disregarded. 
And Beit Hillel say: He is not a nazirite. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if Rami bar Hama is correct, 
didn’t Beit Shammai already say this halakha one time? Accord- 
ing to Rami bar Hama’s explanation, this mishna and the previous 
one differ only with regard to the examples provided, but the 
principle is identical. Rava said: It is normal for the Sages to cite 
two or three examples from different cases that offer novel per- 
spectives, although they essentially reflect the same principle. And 
Rabbi Hiyya also taught two or three examples with regard to this 
same issue. And Rabbi Oshaya also said two or three examples. 


And all these cases are necessary, as, ifit were stated only that he 
is a nazirite in this case of dried figs and cakes of dried figs, it 
could have been said that it is only there that Beit Shammai say 
he is a nazirite, since figs are confused with grapes, and it is 
reasonable to assume that he had grapes in mind. But meat is 
certainly not confused with grapes, and it could be that in the case 
of the mishna he is not a nazirite even according to Beit Shammai. 
And ifit were stated only that he is a nazirite where he vowed that 
meat was forbidden to him, it could have been said that it is here 
that Beit Shammai say he is a nazirite because he was referring to 
the often-paired meat and wine, and it is reasonable to assume 
that he might have had wine in mind. But dried figs and cakes of 
dried figs are not paired with wine, so he should not be a nazirite. 
To counter that claim, the mishna teaches us that he is a nazirite 
in both cases. 


BACKGROUND 

Meal-offering of a sota - Mvib nna: This is the meal- 
offering brought by a suspected adulteress [sota] (Numbers 
5:11-31). A suspected adulteress, whose husband brings her 
to the Temple to undergo the biblical procedure to test her 
faithfulness to him, is required to bring a meal-offering of 
barley flour, unlike most meal-offerings, which are brought 
from wheat flour. No oil or incense is added to it (Numbers 
5:15). A handful of flour is removed from this offering, and the 
remainder of it is eaten by the priests (Numbers 5:25-26). 


HALAKHA 
This cow said, etc. — 131 it 119 MaKe: Some authorities cite 
this mishna as proof that if one makes his vow dependent 
onan event that he does not expect to occur, as is the case 
here, it still is a vow, despite the fact that this is considered a 
stipulation of surety (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 562:13 and 
Hoshen Mishpat 207:19; see Beur HaGra there). 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda said, etc. — "131 7717) 131 Wax: The Commen- 
tary on Nazir writes on the next page that Rabbi Yehuda 
certainly agrees with regard to the case of: The door said, that 
it cannot be comparing a door to an offering, since a door 
cannot be described in terms of an offering. However, Rab- 
beinu Todros writes that in that case one might render the 
wood of a door forbidden to himself by a vow, in the manner 
of a standard vow of prohibition, where an item is rendered 
forbidden by one comparing the item to an offering. 
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NOTES 


And he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring it 
as a nazirite offering - ja1? by 9A Wax%: This is not 
the conclusion of Rava’s statement, as he has yet to 
explain the mishna. The Gemara interrupts his state- 
ment to clarify how his approach fits with the case of 
a door. Once it clarifies this point, the Gemara returns 
and quotes Rava’s explanation in full (Commentary on 
Nazir; Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


And he said: | am hereby a nazirite from wine - 123%) 
pa m IT: Tosafot ask: After questioning Rami bar 
Hama for adding to the mishna the phrase: Of its own 
accord, how can Rava himself adjust the wording of 
the mishna by adding the word: Not? They answer 
that a mishna may be deemed incomplete if there is 
no other explanation. The criticism of Rami bar Hama 
was that he was adding a phrase in a case where it 
was not needed for the explanation of the mishna, as 
he dispute of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel does not 
depend upon the precise wording of the condition. 
The Commentary on Nazir maintains that the words 
attributed to the cow do not serve as his precise vow 
but merely express his general intention. In this case, 
he individual says: It is as though the cow says it will 
be a nazirite if it stands, which indicates that the man 
himself will be a nazirite if it does not stand. 


This man’s intention [turpeih] — 8133 N77 MƏNA: 
Some commentaries explain that turpeih means 
revealed, i.e., the revealed aspect of his intention 
(Tosafot). It is therefore similar to the toref of a document, 
which refers to the part of a document that explicitly 
summarizes its conditions. The Arukh cites the slightly 
different explanation (see Commentary on Nazir) that 
turpeih means the main part of his statement, just as 
the toref of a document is its most important section. 
The Rosh combines these two interpretations. 


LANGUAGE 


Intention [turpeih] - MENA: Some commentaries 
explain that turpeih in this context means: His main 
desire. Others assert that it comes from the Greek 
tpomn, tropé, meaning tendency or direction (see 
Arukh and Tosafot). 
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And if it were stated only that he is a nazirite with regard to these 
two cases of figs and meat, it could be said: It is in these cases that 
Beit Shammai say he is a nazirite, but in the case of a door, I will 
say they concede to Beit Hillel that such a statement certainly does 
not constitute a vow of naziriteship. Therefore, this case had to be 
stated as well. And conversely, if it taught only the case of a door, 
the opposite could be said, i.e., that it is in this case that Beit Hillel 
say there is no naziriteship, but in these two earlier cases I will say 
they concede to Beit Shammai that the individual has taken a vow 
of naziriteship. The tanna therefore teaches us that this is not the 
case; in fact, Beit Shammai hold that he is a nazirite in all three cases, 
and Beit Hillel hold that he is not. 


After providing the answer to one difficulty raised against Rami bar 
Hama’s explanation, Rava presents another problem. Rava said: Is 
the mishna teaching: If it stood of its own accord? The mishna 
states: If it stands, and does not mention the condition of: On its 
own accord. Rather, Rava said: The mishna is referring to a case 
where there was a prone cow before him, and he said: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring it as a nazirite offering,” and in this way the 
individual accepts naziriteship upon himself. The Gemara raises 
a difficulty: Granted, a cow can be an offering, but can a door be 
an offering? How can his vow that a door should be an offering 
be considered an acceptance of naziriteship? Rather, Rava said 
it means the following: It is a case where there was a prone cow 
before him refusing to stand, 


and he said: I am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from 
wine’ if it does not stand, since I will force it to do so, and it stood 
of its own accord, without him causing it to stand. Beit Shammai 
hold: This man’s intention [turpeih]™ is based upon him having 
it stand by his own hand, and he did not have it stand. Since he 
did not cause it to stand, his vow of naziriteship takes effect. And 
Beit Hillel hold: His intention is based upon the fact that it was 
prone, and now it has stood. Since the cow stood up it does not 
matter what caused it to stand, and his vow of naziriteship does not 
take effect. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna as fol- 
lows: Rabbi Yehuda said: Even when Beit Shammai said the vow 
is effective they said so only with regard to one who said: They 
are hereby forbidden to me as an offering. But does he take a vow 
and extend any prohibition to the cow? Since according to this 
approach, he explicitly mentions naziriteship, the cow is not ren- 
dered forbidden but is merely the subject of a condition of the vow, 
so why does Rabbi Yehuda speak of a prohibition on the cow? 


The Gemara offers another explanation: Rather, the mishna is refer- 
ring to a case where he said: I am hereby a nazirite and therefore 
will refrain from its flesh if it does not stand, and it stood of its 
own accord. Beit Shammai hold: That man’s intention is based 
upon him having it stand by his own hand, and he did not have 
it stand. Since he did not cause it to stand, his vow of prohibition 
takes effect. And Beit Hillel hold: This man’s intention is based 
upon the fact that it was prone, and now it has stood, so his vow 
does not take effect. 


The Gemara asks: And do Beit Hillel hold that if the cow does not 
stand he will be a nazirite? But didn’t they say that if one states: I 
am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from the cow’s flesh, 
he is not a nazirite, just as they ruled in a case where one states that 
he is a nazirite from dried figs? 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from t 


i m ng m m2) nap sity ho 
pon NIN b MIK- TMT 
FPS) NOP XILNDIȚI DWANI PTT 
DWA KIA NTT PIPN > INAY 

mapix KY KI) - NIT APA FDIN 


Perek II 
Daf11 Amuda 


YIN" WAX) DIST NY b aa 93 
meya nyy ma MN - "aa My 
DIST ny AD a Dw mw noe 
DIN MI I TPL PIY TAN) 
by xu” sath Kby it aman x 

"WR 


nP MEN MIX Paing? nwyn A) 
IDDN TYNI Tew” AD TIT PD T 
KI» KI DT NIT ONTI KAYN 

DW -NIN 


Dist ny baap N A EN 
DNIT TTI- IA P PIT” TY) 
IPN -ra MPVT VINI NIT TDW 
1Y T TAYT NAD - NYD ON; 
NBD -197 NDI MDD) 207 "TDP 
NIITI NDIS PUSR ITN 9? PD 
TONI 9) TPYD AT? NDPT NPN 

nny 


aniv xaxw man by ma yy 99 
VORI IN TPA "NAb KODIN | 
a 


The Gemara answers: They stated their opinion in accordance with 
the reasoning of Beit Shammai: According to our opinion, even 
ifthe cow does not stand he is also not a nazirite, since naziriteship 
takes effect only if he vowed that products of the vine are forbidden 
to him. However, according to your reasoning that you say he is a 
nazirite, in any event concede to us that this man’s intention is 
based upon the fact that the cow was prone, and it has stood, so 
the naziriteship should not take effect. And Beit Shammai hold: 
Isn’t this man’s intention based upon him having it stand by his 
own hand, and he did not have it stand? Since his condition was 
not fulfilled, the naziriteship does not take effect. 


MI S HN A If they poured one a cup" of wine and he 


said: I am hereby a nazirite and therefore 
will refrain from it, he is a full-fledged nazirite who must observe 
all the halakhot of naziriteship. An incident occurred with regard 
to a certain woman who was intoxicated" from wine, and they 
poured a cup for her and she said: I am hereby a nazirite and 
therefore will refrain from it. The Sages said: This woman did not 
intend to accept naziriteship but rather, meant to say: It is hereby 
forbidden to me as an offering. She vowed against deriving benefit 
from that cup alone, since she did not want to drink any more. 


C E M A RA The Gemara asks: Was an incident cited to 


contradict the previous ruling? You said in 
the first clause of the mishna that if one said that he is hereby a 
nazirite and therefore will refrain from a cup that was poured for 
him, then he is a nazirite. And the tanna then teaches: An incident 
occurred with regard to a certain woman who said: I am hereby a 
nazirite and therefore will refrain from it, which the Sages inter- 
preted as a vow rendering the cup forbidden to her like an offering. 
Apparently it is only with regard to this cup of wine that is forbid- 
den to her; consequently, any other wine is permitted, and she is 
not a nazirite. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and is teaching 
the following: If they poured a cup of wine for one and he said: I 
am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from it, he is a 
nazirite. And if he is intoxicated and they pour a cup of wine for 
him and he said: I am hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain 
from it, he is not a nazirite. What is the reason for this? He is 
considered to be like one who said: This cup is forbidden to me 
like an offering. The Gemara asks: And if you would say that this 
was his meaning, let him say so explicitly; why would he say: I am 
hereby a nazirite and therefore will refrain from it? The reason is 
because he maintains: If I specify this cup, they will bring me 
another" cup and aggravate me with it. It is better that I say to them 
this statement, which is definitive to them, and they will under- 
stand that I do not want to drink any more wine. The mishna con- 
tinues: And an incident also occurred with regard to a certain 
woman who was intoxicated" and took this vow, and the Sages 
explained her statement accordingly. 


MI S HNA If one says: I am hereby a nazirite on the 

condition that I will be allowed to drink" 
wine and may become ritually impure from corpses, i.e., he wishes 
to be a nazirite only with respect to the growth of his hair, he is a 
full-fledged nazirite and is prohibited from engaging in all of the 
behaviors forbidden to a nazirite, including consuming products of 
the vine and contracting impurity from a corpse. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


If they poured one a cup, etc. — Did N% b iiA) 
^3): If a cup of wine was poured for an individual 
and he said: | am hereby a nazirite and therefore 
will abstain from it, he is a nazirite (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:11). 


And an incident also occurred with regard to a 
certain woman - NX TORA 133 MwYM: If one 
was depressed or a mourner, and when his friends 
attempted to persuade him to drink to relieve his 
misery he said: | am hereby a nazirite and therefore 
will abstain from it, only that cup is forbidden to 
him, and he is not a nazirite. Similarly, if one was 
intoxicated and, when a cup of wine was poured 
for him, said: | am hereby a nazirite and therefore 
will abstain from it, only that cup is forbidden to 
him. If he was completely intoxicated, like Lot, his 
statement is entirely disregarded (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 111-12). 


I am hereby a nazirite on the condition that | will 
drink, etc. -^D npiv KIY n by MPW: If one 
said: | am hereby a nazirite on “the condition that | 
may drink wine, or: That | may become impure from 
corpses, he is a nazirite, and all of the prohibitions of 
naziriteship apply to him, since he cannot stipulate 
counter to what is written in the Torah (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:13). 


NOTES 

Who was intoxicated [shikkora] - myar nyng: 
A variant version of the text reads: Shikolet, instead 
of: Shikkora, meaning that she did not want to 
drink wine because she was bereaved [shekula]. This 
reading is followed in the Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna (see Rav Kapah's version), and the 
Rambam similarly rules in the Mishne Torah that if 
one was in mourning or otherwise in despair, and 
upon being offered wine to assuage his pain said: | 
am hereby a nazirite and therefore will abstain from 
it, he meant to render only this cup forbidden to 
himself, and he is not a nazirite. 


They will bring me another - %21nX b pra: The 
Rosh and other commentaries explain that it is com- 
mon for people to pressure an intoxicated person 
o drink more. This person therefore forces them 
o stop offering him more to drink. Conversely, a 
sober person who is not being pressured by anyone 
o drink would state that he is a nazirite only if he 
actually wanted to be a nazirite. If he wanted to vow 
hat only the cup before him is forbidden to him, he 
would word his statement in the following manner: 
tis forbidden to me like an offering. 
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HALAKHA 
| know that there is naziriteship, etc. — mV WY ny YT 
"131: If one vows to be a nazirite and then says he did not 
know that a nazirite is prohibited from drinking wine, con- 
tracting impurity from corpses, or cutting his hair, he is 
nevertheless a nazirite and is bound by all of these prohibi- 
tions (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:14). 


| thought that the Sages would permit me, etc. - 12D 
nav ppm Dany m: If one vowed to be a nazirite and 
was aware of the relevant prohibitions but thought that the 
Sages would permit him to drink wine because he needs to, 
or that they would permit him to contract impurity from 
corpses because he earns his living by burying the dead, 
he is not a nazirite, as it is considered an unwitting vow 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a Hilkhot Nezirut 1:15; see Ra'avad and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


Stipulates counter to that which is written in the Torah — 
mina nnw maby mama: If one stipulates a condition that 

contradicts a mitzva of the Torah, the condition is entirely 

disregarded (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 6:8-10, 
12:7; Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:13; Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Mattenot Aniyyim 5:8; and Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 9:11; 

Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 61:29; Even HaEzer 38:5, 69:6; and 

Hoshen Mishpat 26:3-4, 61:6, 97:28). 
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If one stated a vow of naziriteship and then said: I know that 
there is naziriteship," but I do not know that a nazirite is 
prohibited from wine, he is prohibited in all the prohibitions 
of naziriteship. But Rabbi Shimon permits him, since he holds 
that naziriteship takes effect only if the person accepts all the 
relevant prohibitions. If one said: I know that a nazirite is pro- 
hibited from wine, but I thought that the Sages would permit 
me" to drink wine because I cannot live without wine, or: I 
thought that the Sages would allow me to contract impurity 
from corpses because I bury the dead, he is permitted and the 
vow of naziriteship does not take effect, but Rabbi Shimon 
prohibits him. 


GEMARA In the second case of the mishna, where 
one states that he did not know that the 
prohibitions of naziriteship include wine, Rabbi Shimon says 
that the naziriteship does not take effect because he did not 
include all of the prohibitions in his vow. The Gemara therefore 
asks: Let Rabbi Shimon disagree with the first tanna in the first 
clause in the mishna as well, where one said: I am hereby a 
nazirite on the condition that I may drink wine. Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi said: In fact, Rabbi Shimon disagrees even with the 
first tanna in the first clause of the mishna, and the mishna’s 
statement: Rabbi Shimon permits him, is referring to both 
clauses. 


Ravina said: Rabbi Shimon does not disagree with the first 
tanna in the first clause of the mishna. What is the reason for 
that? It is because one was stipulating counter to that which 
is written in the Torah by attempting to limit an explicit Torah 
law, and with regard to anyone who stipulates counter to that 
which is written in the Torah," his stipulation is void. The 
statement: I am hereby a nazirite, remains valid, and he is there- 
fore a nazirite in all regards. Conversely, Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi could have said to you: This phrase: On the condition, 
does not mean he accepts upon himself all the halakhot of 
naziriteship and then adds a stipulation counter to that which is 
written in the Torah; rather, it is considered like he said: Apart 
from. It is as though he stated from the outset that he will be a 
nazirite apart from one particular aspect. According to Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi Shimon holds that since he is not 
trying to stipulate alternative halakhot for full naziriteship but is 
instead accepting a partial naziriteship, his vow takes effect. 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in the Tosefta (Nazir 2:2) in 
accordance with the opinion of Ravina. If one said: I am 
hereby a nazirite on the condition that I will be allowed to 
drink wine and may become ritually impure from corpses, he 
is a nazirite and is prohibited from all of them because he 
stipulates counter to that which is written in the Torah, and 
with regard to anyone who stipulates counter to that which is 
written in the Torah, his stipulation is void. 


§ The final clause of the mishna teaches that if one says: [know 
that a nazirite is prohibited from drinking wine but I thought 
that the Sages would permit me to drink, the Rabbis say that the 
vow is void, but Rabbi Shimon disagrees. The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t you say in the earlier clause of the mishna that with 
regard to one who says: But I did not know that a nazirite is 
prohibited from wine, the first tanna holds that he is prohibited 
and Rabbi Shimon permits him? What is the difference 
between the two cases? The Gemara answers: Emend the text 
and say in the final clause as well: He is prohibited, and Rabbi 
Shimon permits him. And if you wish, say instead: Actually, 
do not reverse the opinions, and leave the text as it is. Instead, 
distinguish between the two cases, as there 
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in the earlier clause, where one said: I did not know that a 

nazirite is prohibited from drinking wine, that is a case where 

he vowed naziriteship with regard to only one of the prohibi- 
tions. The difference of opinion is as follows: According to the 

Rabbis, who say that even if he vowed naziriteship with regard 

to only one of the prohibitions of naziriteship he is never- 
theless a nazirite, in that case he is prohibited by all of them, 
despite not knowing about the prohibition against consuming 
wine. According to Rabbi Shimon who said he is not a nazirite 

unless he takes a vow of naziriteship with regard to all of them, 
he is permitted. 


Conversely, the last clause addresses one who vowed nazirite- 
ship with regard to all of them, thereby accepting upon himself 
all the halakhot of naziriteship, and now wishes to request 
dissolution of one of the prohibitions, thinking that a halakhic 
authority can dissolve one aspect of his naziriteship. 


The Gemara explains: According to the Rabbis, who say that 
even if he vowed naziriteship with regard to only one of 
the prohibitions of naziriteship he is nevertheless a nazirite, 
in that case too, when he requests of a halakhic authority to 
dissolve one of them, he is permitted to engage in all of the 
behaviors forbidden to a nazirite. Just as the acceptance of one 
part of naziriteship causes one to be bound by all the halakhot 
of naziriteship, dissolution of one element of naziriteship nulli- 
fies the entire naziriteship. According to Rabbi Shimon, who 
said that he is not a nazirite unless he takes a vow of nazirite- 
ship with regard to all of them, when he requests dissolution 
of that prohibition, none of the prohibitions are permitted until 
he requests dissolution of all of the prohibitions of nazirite- 
ship. Due to this the mishna teaches: And Rabbi Shimon 
prohibits him. 


And if you wish, say instead: The Rabbis and Rabbi Shimon 
disagree with regard to vows impeded by circumstances 
beyond one’s control," and their disagreement is in the dis- 
pute between Shmuel and Rav Asi. As we learned in a mishna 
(Nedarim 20b): The Sages dissolved four types of vows" with- 
out the requirement of a request to a halakhic authority. The 
first category is vows of exhortation, where one employs a vow 
to urge another to perform some action. The second category 
is vows of exaggeration [havai],' where one utters a vow that 
is dependent upon some outlandish claim, such as: I should 
be bound by a vow if I did not see a square snake. Since he 
knows that there are no square snakes, it is evident that he is not 
serious in taking his vow. The third category is vows that are 
unintentional, where one vows for a particular reason and 
later discovers he was mistaken with regard to the facts; and the 
fourth is vows whose fulfillment are impeded by circumstances 
beyond one’s control. 


The Gemara relates the dispute between Shmuel and Rav Asi: 
And Rav Yehuda said that Rav Asi said: These four vows 
require a request made to the halakhic authorities to dissolve 
them, and the vows are not dissolved unless one does so. Rav 
Yehuda related: When I stated this halakha of Rav Asi before 
Shmuel, he said to me: The tanna teaches that the Sages dis- 
solved them," and you say they require a request made to the 
halakhic authorities? Shmuel holds that they are dissolved 
automatically. 


NOTES 


With regard to vows impeded by circumstances beyond 
one's control — paix 1733: The parallel is that just as with 
vows impeded by circumstances beyond one's control the 
halakha is that circumstances beyond one's control release 
one from the vow, even though he pronounced it with the 
full intention of fulfilling it, here too, the inability to fulfill the 
vow, due to one’s inability to live without wine, or due to his 
need to bury the dead, nullifies the naziriteship (Commentary 
on Nazir; Tosafot). Some early commentaries question the 
comparison to vows impeded by circumstances beyond 
one’s control, as there the fulfillment of the vow was within 
one’s power at the time of its pronouncement, and the cir- 
cumstances impeding the fulfillment of the vow arose later, 
whereas here, the contraindicative circumstance was present 
from the outset. They answer (Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam; 
Rosh) that here too, this is referring to a situation where the 
individual vowed to be a nazirite before the contraindicative 
circumstance began. It was only later that he weakened and 
required wine, or found it necessary to bury the dead in 
order to earn a living or because no one else was available 
to perform the task. 


HALAKHA 

The Sages dissolved four types of vows — AT DIN TYIN 
2231: One who pronounces a vow of exhortation, a vow of 
exaggeration, vows that are unintentional, or a vow impeded 
by circumstances beyond one's control is not bound by the 
vow. The same applies to these types of oaths and to these 
types of vows of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Shevuot 3:1, 3, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:1, 3, and Hilkhot Nezirut 2:1; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 232:1). 


The Sages dissolved - 0233m 1M: The four types of vows 
dissolved by the Sages do not require dissolution by a 
halakhic authority but are dissolved automatically (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 3:1, 3, Hilkhot Nedarim 41, 3, and 
Hilkhot Nezirut 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 232:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Exaggeration [havai] - 37: Havai means an insubstantial 
matter, words of exaggeration, or prattle. 
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HALAKHA 


I am hereby a nazirite and it is incumbent upon me 
to shave, etc. - ^3) ny hy MPW: If one said: | am 
hereby a nazirite and it is incumbent upon me to shave 
a nazirite, and another heard and said: And |, and it is 
incumbent upon me to shave a nazirite, they are both 
nazirites and must pay for the offerings of a nazirite. If 
they are perspicacious, each of them may pay for the 
offerings of the other. If they do not do so, they are obli- 
gated to pay for the offerings of other nazirites (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:19). 


And |, indicates acceptance of the beginning of the 
statement — yawn KVDT NPA dy g: If one said: | 
am hereby a nazirite and it is incumbent upon me to 
shave a nazirite, and another heard and said: And |, the 
latter is obligated to observe naziriteship but he is not 
required to shave a nazirite, since his statement refers 
only to the vow of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:19). 
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The Gemara continues its explanation: The dispute between the 
Rabbis and Rabbi Shimon in the last clause of the mishna is also with 
regard to this halakha. This case is referring to a kind of a vow 
impeded by circumstances beyond one’s control, as he claims that 
he has no choice but to drink wine or contract impurity from corpses. 
The Rabbis hold in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, and 
therefore the vow is dissolved automatically, without the need to 
request dissolution from a halakhic authority; and Rabbi Shimon 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav Asi that one must 
make a request to a halakhic authority to dissolve the vow, and he 
remains a nazirite until he does so. 


MI S HN A If one says: I am hereby a nazirite and it is 


incumbent upon me to shave" a nazirite, 
meaning he will also pay for the offerings that a nazirite brings when 
he cuts his hair; and another heard and said: And I too am a nazirite 
and it is incumbent upon me to shave a nazirite, the other is also a 
nazirite and is obligated to pay for the offerings of a nazirite. If they 
were perspicacious and wish to limit their expenses, they shave 
each other. They may each pay for the other's offerings, so that their 
additional vows will not cost them anything. And if not, if this 
arrangement did not occur to them and each brought his own offer- 
ings, they shave other nazirites, i.e., they must pay for the offerings 
of other nazirites. 


G E M ARA A dilemma was raised before the Sages. If 


one said: I am hereby a nazirite and it is 
incumbent upon me to shave a nazirite as well, and another heard 
and said only: And I, what is the halakha? Do we say that: And I, 
indicates acceptance of the entire statement of the first one, which 
would mean he is both a nazirite and must shave a nazirite, or per- 
haps it indicates acceptance of only half the statement of the first 
speaker? If you say it indicates acceptance of only half the state- 
ment, does it indicate acceptance of the first clause, i.e., I am hereby 
a nazirite, or the last clause, i.e., it is incumbent upon me to shave a 
nazirite? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna. Ifa 

second person said: And I, and it is incumbent upon me to shave 

a nazirite, then if they are perspicacious they shave each other. 
From the fact that it says: And I, and it is incumbent upon me, you 

can learn from this that: And I, indicates acceptance of only half 
the statement, as otherwise he would not need to add the second 

part. The Sages say in response to this attempted proof: Yes, this 

proves that it indicates acceptance of only half the statement. How- 
ever, the other question still has not been answered: Is he referring 
to the first part of the original statement or to the last part? The 

Gemara answers: This can be learned from the mishna itself. From 
the fact that it says: And it is incumbent upon me to shave a nazirite, 
one can learn from this that: And I, indicates acceptance of the 

beginning of the statement" to become a nazirite, which is why one 

has to add that he must also pay for the offerings of a nazirite. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rava: From where do you 

know that it is so that the words: And I, are referring to the first part 
of the statement? Actually, I will say to you that: And I, is referring 

to the entire statement, and if you claim otherwise because he 

added: And it is incumbent upon me, the explanation of what he 

is saying is: And it is incumbent on me to do this matter. He was 

merely clarifying what his intention was when he said: And I. As, if 
you do not say so, then with regard to that which is taught in the 

last clause, in the following mishna, that if one said: It is incumbent 
upon me to shave halfa nazirite, and another heard that and said: 
And I, it is incumbent upon me to shave half a nazirite, then there, 
are there two statements? That mishna is addressing only a single 

vow. Rather, what is he saying by using the words: It is incumbent 
upon me? He is referring to that whole matter; here too, in this 

mishna, when he says: And it is incumbent upon me, he is referring 
to that whole matter. 
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Rava said to him: How can these cases be compared? Granted, if 
you say that in the first clause it is necessary to teach both parts of 
the statement and in the latter clause it is not necessary to teach 
both parts of the statement, then it can be said that he taught the 
unnecessary latter clause due to the necessary first clause, as it is 
typical for a mishna to phrase both of its sections in the same style. 
But if you say that it is not necessary to teach both parts of the 
statement in the first clause and it is also not necessary to teach 
both parts of the statement in the latter clause, as one has accepted 
the other’s entire statement by saying: And I, would the tanna 
teach an unnecessary first clause and teach an unnecessary latter 
clause? Since the addition of: And it is incumbent upon me, is not 
required in the latter mishna, it must be necessary in this mishna, 
so the inference of Rava is correct. 


§ After analyzing the mishna itself, the Gemara turns to a related 
issue. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One 
who says to his agent: 


Go out and betroth" a woman for me, without specifying a par- 
ticular woman; from that moment onward the one who appointed 
the agent is forbidden to all the women" in the world until he finds 
out which woman the agent betrothed. There is a presumption that 
an agent performs his assigned agency" and that he has betrothed 
a woman for him, and since the agent did not clarify to him which 
woman he chose, he therefore does not know which woman is the 
one betrothed to him. If he now betroths another woman, it is 
possible that she is the daughter, sister, or mother of the one his 
agent betrothed on his behalf and is therefore forbidden to him. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan from a mishna 
(Kinnim 2:1): With regard to an impure person who comes to 
undergo his purification process, and for this purpose set aside an 
unspecified nest,’ meaning a pair of turtledoves or pigeons, to 
use for his offerings. One is to be a burnt-offering and one is to 
be a sin-offering, and he had not yet specified which bird will be 
used for which offering. If one fledgling of the pair flew" away 
and escaped to the open air of the world, or if it flew among 
birds invalidated for sin-offerings that have been left to die," or 
if one of them died, in each of these cases the owner of the nest 
purchases a partner for the second, i.e., remaining, bird. At that 
point he may decide which is for a sin-offering and which is for a 
burnt-offering. 


NOTES 


Go out and betroth, etc. — ^2) Wp) xY: He did not tell the agent 
which woman or where to find a woman to betroth (Commentary 
on Nazir), and the agent did not come back and inform him of 
his actions (She’iltot deRav Ahai Gaon), since he either died or left 
the region (Halakhot Gedolot). If the agent returns and claims 
he betrothed him to a particular woman, and this is confirmed 
by the woman, he is deemed credible, since one’s agent is like 
himself and it is as though the man himself made these claims 
(Rivash). 


He is forbidden to all the women - mwan boa vox: The early 
commentaries question this, as, if there is a concern that the agent 
may have betrothed any woman to him, then no man should be 
allowed to betroth any woman, in case she is the one betrothed 
by the agent. Even if a woman was to claim that she never was 
betrothed to anyone, she cannot know if her father accepted 
betrothal on her behalf when she was a minor, at least in the case 
where her father is not available to clarify this. 

Various suggestions have been given to answer this difficulty. 


Tosafot state that the halakha in this Gemara is a rabbinic penalty 
instituted as a disincentive against behaving irresponsibly by 
appointing an agent with such vague instructions. This penalty 
is only for the one who appointed the agent, and no one else is 
impacted by it. In his Sefer Ha Yashar, Rabbeinu Tam writes that the 
presumption that an agent performs his assigned agency, which is 
the basis of the prohibition, is by rabbinic law, so the penalty is also 
by rabbinic law and applies exclusively to the one who appointed 
the agent. The Rid similarly states that since there is no guarantee 
that the agent betrothed any woman, the Sages rendered only the 
one who appointed the agent forbidden, as a penalty. 


Flew among birds invalidated for sin-offerings that have been 
left to die — ninan nixen pab nmw: The halakha is that any 
sin-offering whose owner has achieved atonement by means of 
a replacement offering, or whose owner has died, must be set 
aside until it dies. Since this individual is unable to identify the 
fledgling that became mixed up with such sin-offerings, it too 
must be left to die. 


HALAKHA 


A presumption that an agent performs his assigned 
agency — immw mip mow mpin: If one instructs his 
agent to perform a matter on his behalf, the latter is 
presumed to have fulfilled his bidding. In matters of 
rabbinic law, this rule applies both as a leniency and a 
stringency. With regard to a matter that involves Torah 
law, this presumption is used to create a stringency, 
but a forbidden matter is not permitted based on this 
presumption (Rambam; Rabbeinu Tam). Others (Rash; 
Rosh) claim that this presumption can be used to be 
lenient even with regard to Torah prohibitions, if the 
agent knew that inaction on his part might lead oth- 
ers to sin (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 9:6 and 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 6:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 409:8; Yoreh De'a 331:34; and Even HaEzer 35:11). 


An unspecified nest...if a fledgling flew away, etc. - 
na bria Mw mind IP: If one fledgling flew out of 
an unspecified nest and escaped, or became mingled 
with sin-offerings that are left to die, or if one of the 
fledglings died, its owner must bring a new fledgling 
to pair with the remaining fledgling (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 9:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Nest — 72: A pair of doves, either turtledoves or pigeons, 
were brought as offerings on a number of occasions. 
Generally one dove was brought as a burnt-offering 
and the other as a sin-offering by a woman after 
childbirth, or as part of the purification process of a 
woman who had experienced an unusual discharge 
of uterine blood (see Leviticus 12:6, 15:29). However, 
there are other cases where both doves were brought 
as burnt-offerings. Tractate Kinnim discusses some of 
the issues that arise with regard to this offering, e.g., 
the procedure if the birds are accidentally switched. 
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NOTES 


Say that the agent found her in the marketplace, etc. - 17% 
DINDW NMI: Some commentaries explain that the one who 
appointed the agent should choose a woman for himself from 
he marketplace, since she would be considered mobile and 
herefore presumed to be part of the majority, and her status 
would be established accordingly (Commentary on Nazir). The 
Rosh states that the Gemara is suggesting the agent might have 
ound and betrothed a woman in the marketplace, in which 
case the prohibition was never fixed. The question of whether 
he status of a prohibition being fixed is determined by the 
moment that the prohibition begins, or by the moment that 
he prohibition becomes known, is discussed at length by the 
ater commentaries. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to a woman who does not have, etc. — MWK 
^D) ay Pxw: If one says to his agent: Go and betroth a woman 
for me, and the latter died before telling the one who appointed 
him whether he carried out his task or whom he betrothed, the 
presumption is that the agent performed his agency, and the 
one who appointed the agent is forbidden to every woman in 
the world who has family members, e.g., a daughter, mother, 
or sister, who would render her prohibited as a forbidden rela- 
tive. He is permitted to marry any woman who did not have an 
unmarried female relative at the time when he appointed the 
agent. The Rema adds that the same applies if all her relatives 
say they never were betrothed, and then they proceed to marry 
others (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 9:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 35:11). 
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But if a fledgling flew away or died from a specified nest, after 
the owner had designated which bird would be used for which 
offering, and it is not known which bird escaped, it has no 
means of remedy. This is because he does not know whether the 
remaining fledgling is for a burnt-offering or a sin-offering. 


Reish Lakish infers: But generally, other nests belonging to 
other people are fit; there is no concern with regard to them. 
Reish Lakish states his objection to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: According to your opinion that there is a concern 
that each woman might be a relative of the woman the agent 
betrothed, then why should the halakha with regard to nests be 
so? Let us likewise say with regard to each and every fledgling 
bird in the world that perhaps this is the one that was conse- 
crated and flew away. How can anyone ever use a bird for their 
own offering, as it may be the bird that flew away from someone 
else’s nest? 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: I state my opinion that 
there is a concern for other women only with regard to a woman, 
who does not move but is fixed in her home. An unidentified 
item is presumed to have the same legal status as the majority of 
items like it, and there is no concern that it may be forbidden, 
even if there are some forbidden items like it. However, if this 
unidentified item was fixed in its place, there is an equal pre- 
sumption that it may belong to the class of similar permitted 
items or to the class of similar forbidden items. Consequently, 
all women in the world are forbidden to him, as there is an 
equal presumption that she may or may not be a relative of the 
woman that the agent betrothed to him. And you speak to me 
ofa prohibition that moves and is not fixed. Since the fledgling 
bird is not fixed in one spot, the majority is followed and the 
minority is ignored. 


And if you would say: Here too, she moves, since it is possible 
to say that the agent found the woman in the marketplace" and 
betrothed her there to the one who appointed the agent, so the 
prohibited woman was not in a fixed location? Nevertheless, 
there she eventually returns to her place of rest, i.e., her home, 
and is therefore considered to be fixed. Conversely, with regard 
to a nest, does the fledgling return to a fixed place? Since it 
does not, the assumption is that any bird has the status of the 
majority of birds in the world, which have not been consecrated 
as offerings. 


Rava said: And Rabbi Yohanan concedes that with regard to a 

woman who does not have" a daughter, nor a daughter of a 

daughter, nor a daughter of a son, nor a mother, nor a mother 
of a mother, nor a sister who was single when he appointed the 

agent, that the one who appointed the agent may betroth her. 
There is no concern that the agent might have betrothed a rela- 
tive that would now render such a woman forbidden. And even 

though she had, when he appointed the agent, a married sister, 
or daughter, or other female relative, and she was later divorced, 
Rabbi Yohanan concedes that this woman whom he wishes to 

now marry is permitted. 


What is the reason for this? It is that at that moment, when 
he told the agent to go betroth a woman on his behalf, these 
women were married to men. There is a principle that when 
one appoints an agent, he does so only with regard to a matter 
present before him. In other words, he instructs his agent to 
betroth a woman who is available at that time, but he does not 
appoint an agent with regard to a matter that is not present 
before him. Consequently, even if the agent betrothed one 
of the relatives of the woman after they were divorced, the 
betrothal would not take effect because he was not authorized 
to betroth them, and therefore the one who appointed the agent 
is permitted to the woman. 
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The Gemara now proceeds to raise a difficulty against this last argu- 
ment from the mishna: We learned in the mishna that if one says: 
I am hereby a nazirite and it is incumbent upon me to shave a 
nazirite, and another heard him and said: And I am hereby a 
nazirite, and it is incumbent upon me to shave a nazirite, if they 
are perspicacious they shave each other; and if not, they shave 
other nazirites. According to the reasoning that one takes into 
account only that which is possible at the time, the following dif- 
ficulty arises: Granted, the last person has the first one before him 
and may have had in mind to volunteer to pay for the other's offer- 
ings; but with regard to the first person, is the last one before him? 
When the first one stated his vow, the other one was not yet a 
nazirite, and he could not have been taking him into account when 
he vowed to pay for the offerings of another. How can paying for 
the offerings of the second nazirite be considered a fulfillment 
of his vow? 


Rather, it can be explained that this is what he is saying: If I find 
someone who becomes a nazirite, I will shave him. Here too, in 
the case of betrothal, this is what the one who appointed the agent 
is saying to the agent: Even if the woman you find is married at 
this moment but when you come to her you discover that she 
has been divorced in the meantime, betroth her to me. If so, he 
would be prohibited from marrying her sister, contrary to the ruling 
of Rava. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: The Sages say that there is a 
distinction between the two cases: A person appoints an agent 
only for a matter that he himself can perform now, at the time of 
the appointment, but for a matter that he cannot perform" now, 
he does not appoint an agent. Consequently, the agent cannot 
betroth a woman who was married at the time of his appointment. 
The one who appointed the agent may therefore marry the sister of 
the recently divorced woman, as stated by Rava. 


The Gemara asks another question on the ruling of Rava: And can 

one not appoint an agent to betroth a woman in this manner? 

Come and hear a baraita that indicates the contrary: One who 

says to the steward [apotropos | of his" affairs: All vows that my 

wife will vow from now until I come from such and such a place, 
nullify for her,’ and the steward nullified them for her, one might 

have thought they are nullified. Therefore, the verse states: “Her 

husband sustains the vow and her husband nullifies the vow” 
(Numbers 30:14); this is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. The 

repetition of “husband” teaches that it is the husband alone who 

may nullify his wifes vows. And Rabbi Yonatan says: We have 

found in all places that the legal status of a person’s agent is like 

that of himself." Therefore, a steward, who serves as the husband’s 

agent, may nullify the wife’s vows. 


Nullification of vows — wY M197: The halakhot of vows and 
their nullification are stated in the Torah (Numbers, chapter 30) 
and an entire tractate, Nedarim, is devoted to explaining these 
halakhot. In essence, when either a young woman still under her 
father’s auspices or a married woman takes a vow, her father or 
her husband, respectively, can nullify the vow on the day that he 


BACKGROUND 


hears it if he does not approve of it. The Sages explained based 
on the verses that this is permitted only in certain situations. Only 
vows taken with regard to matters between the woman and her 
husband or between the young woman and her father can be 
nullified. Vows that do not affect the woman's relationship with 
her husband or father cannot be nullified. 


NOTES 


For a matter that he cannot perform - xb xona 
‘way %7): The reason is that an agent cannot have more 
power than the one who appointed him, and since the 
action cannot be performed now, one cannot appoint an 
agent to perform it later. At this stage the action cannot 
be done, because it is considered to be an entity that has 
not yet come into the world (Rosh). As for the reason 
why a nazirite may shave someone who was not yet a 
nazirite at the time of his vow, Rabbeinu Azriel explains 
that since there were nazirites in the world at the time 
of his vow, it is not considered to be an entity that has 
not entered the world. The Josefot HaRosh explains that 
there is a fundamental difference between an obligation 
that one accepts upon himself, which can refer to future 
developments as well, and the appointment of an agent, 
which applies only to acts that are possible at the time 
of the appointment. 


LANGUAGE 


Steward [apotropos] - Disiqwists: From the Greek 
ėnitponoç, epitropos, meaning appointee. 


HALAKHA 
One who says to the steward of his, etc. - Taint 
^D) bw pisiwisyd: If one appoints an agent to nullify 
or ratify his wife's vows, the appointment is meaningless, 
since it is a biblical decree that only the husband can nul- 
lify or ratify his wife's vows (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 13:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 234:30). 


The legal status of a person's agent is like that of him- 
self — inina DIK bw imbw: If one instructs his agent to 
betroth a woman on his behalf, or to perform a business 
transaction for him, the agent acts in his stead, and it is 
considered as though the one who appointed the agent 
performed the deed himself, since a person’s agent is like 
himself (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:15; Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Sheluhin VeShutafin 11; and Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Shevuot 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 182:1 
and Even HaEzer 35:1). 
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HALAKHA 
All vows that you will vow...shall be ratified - 09713 bs 
panpin.. Tw: If one says to his wife or daughter that all 
the vows that she vows from now until he returns from his 
travels shall be upheld, his statement is of no consequence 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 13:9). 


They are hereby nullified, etc. — "131 p990} Y7: If one says 
to his wife or daughter that all vows that she vows from now 
until he returns shall be nullified, his words are meaningless 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 13:9; Shulhan Arukh 
Yoreh De'a 234:28). 


It is incumbent upon me to shave half a nazirite, etc. -= 17 
ADTT ny by: If one says: It is incumbent upon me 
to shave half a nazirite, and another heard him and vowed 
to shave half a nazirite as well, they are each obligated to 
pay for half the offerings of a nazirite, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:20). 
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Even according to Rabbi Yoshiya, who maintains that the stew- 
ard cannot nullify her vows, the reason is that the Merciful 
One states in the Torah: “Her husband sustains the vow and 
her husband nullifies the vow,” but if it were not so, the stew- 
ard could nullify even the future vows of the wife. However, 
with regard to the husband himself it is taught in a mishna 
(Nedarim 75a): One who says to his wife: All vows that you 
will vow from now until I come from such and such a place 
shall be ratified," he has not said anything. However, if 
a husband says: All vows that you will vow from now until I 
come from such and such a place, they are hereby nullified," 
Rabbi Eliezer says: It is nullified, and the Rabbis say: It is 
not nullified. 


The Gemara finishes the question: It enters our mind to say 
that when Rabbi Yoshiya said that the steward cannot nullify 
the vows, he spoke in accordance with the opinion of the 

Rabbis, who say that the husband is not able to nullify her 

vows ahead of time, and yet, even according to their approach, 
if the Merciful One had not stated in the Torah: “Her hus- 
band sustains the vow and her husband nullifies the vow” the 

steward would be able to nullify such vows. This proves that 
one can appoint an agent for something he himself cannot do 

at the time, which contradicts the statement of Rava. 


The Gemara rejects this: And perhaps Rabbi Yoshiya spoke in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says the 
husband can nullify the vows ahead of time, and it is for this 
reason that he can appoint the steward to do the same. The 
Gemara rejects this: If so, why do I need to make him into an 
agent; let him nullify the future vows for her" before he sets 
out on his journey. The Gemara answers: He thinks, perhaps 
I will forget, or become angry, or be occupied with other 
matters when I am about to set out on my journey. This is why 
he appoints an agent to nullify the vows on his behalf, and no 
proof can be derived from this baraita. 


f. re b 
MISHNA! one says: It is jncumabent npon met 


shave half a nazirite," i.e., he is vowing 
to pay half the costs of a nazirite’s offerings, and another heard 
and said:" And I, it is incumbent upon me to shave half a 
nazirite, this one shaves a whole nazirite and that one shaves 
a whole nazirite, i.e., each pays the full cost of a nazirite’s offer- 
ings; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir, since there is no such 
entity as half a nazirite. And the Rabbis say: This one shaves 
half a nazirite and that one shaves half a nazirite; they may 
join together to pay for the offerings of one nazirite. 


Let him nullify for her - ww ab a0: The Commentary on 
Nazir explains this as follows: Let him nullify her vows for her 
at this point in time. Tosafot maintain that the Gemara means 
he should nullify them upon his departure. He does not wish 
to nullify them now in case she utters vows before he leaves 
that he will want to ratify. He also does not wish to nullify now 
any vows that she will utter from the time that he departs, as 
is nullifying her vows, which 
could lead to quarrels between the couple before the husband's 


his wife may take offense at 


departure. 


NOTES 
And another heard and said — 12%) ivan yaw: The com- 
mentaries point out that this clause is superfluous since the 
dispute between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis applies even to a 
single person who vows in this manner. This phrase was added 
only due to its similarity to the previous mishna (Rabbeinu 
Todros). The Rosh states that this clause does teach a novelty 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Meir; it is seen from this 
addition that even if there are two people, in which case they 
can together bring a complete set of nazirite offerings, Rabbi 
Meir still holds that each of them is obligated to pay for all the 
offerings of a nazirite. 
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G E M ARA With regard to this dispute, Rava said: 


All concede that whenever one said: 
Half of the offerings of a nazirite are incumbent upon me," he 
brings half of the offerings, since he vowed to pay only that 
amount. Also, everyone agrees that if he said: The offerings of 
half a nazirite are incumbent upon me, he needs to bring all of 
the offerings of a nazirite. What is the reason that he must bring 
all of the offerings of a nazirite? It is that we have not found such 
an entity as half a naziriteship. If one vowed to be half a nazirite, 
he is a full nazirite. 


And when they disagree, it is only in a case of one who used the 

precise wording of the mishna. Rabbi Meir holds that once he 

said: It is incumbent upon me, he is obligated in all of the 

naziriteship offerings, and when he later says: Half a nazirite- 
ship, it is not in his power to uproot his first obligation. And the 

Rabbis hold that it is a vow with its inherent opening." By saying 

he had only half the offerings ofa nazirite in mind from the outset, 
he has nullified his own vow. 


MI S H NA If one said: I am hereby a nazirite when 


I will have a son," and a son was born 
to him, he is a nazirite. If a daughter, a tumtum,” or a herma- 
phrodite [androginos]' is born to him, he is not a nazirite, since 
a son was not born to him. However, if he says: I am hereby a 
nazirite when I will have a child, then even if a daughter, a 
tumtum, or a hermaphrodite is born to him, he is a nazirite. 


Half of the offerings of a nazirite are incumbent upon me — 
by ‘ta Maa? yn: If one says: It is incumbent upon me to pay 
for half the offerings of a nazirite, or: It is incumben 


HALAKHA 


if he states: The offerings of half a nazirite are incumbent upon 
me, he must pay for all the nazirite offerings (Rambam Sefer 


upon me Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:18). 


to shave half a nazirite, he must cover the expenses for half the 


offerings of a nazirite of his choice, and that nazirite pays the 
rest. However, if he said: It is incumbent upon me to pay for the 
offerings of half a nazirite, he must pay for all the offerings of a 
nazirite, since there is no such thing as half a naziriteship. The 
Ra'avad suggests a different distinction between 
sions. He claims that if one says: It is incumbent upon me to 


| am hereby a nazirite when | will have a son — 2 Y7 
2 b mows): If one says: | am hereby a nazirite when will | 
have a son, and a son is born to him, he is a nazirite. If he had 
a daughter, a tumtum, or a hermaphrodite, he is not a nazirite. 
However, if he vowed to be a nazirite when he will have a child, 
he is a nazirite whether he has a son, a daughter, a tumtum, or 


he expres- 


pay for the offerings of half a nazirite, he brings only half, but 


A vow with its inherent opening — tay nnd) 172: Some com- 
mentaries (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Peretz) explain that this means 
that the last part of his statement explains the first part, and 
he is therefore liable for only half the offerings of a nazirite. The 
Commentary on Nazir, as well as Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, 
explains that even the Rabbis agree that if one person alone 
says: It is incumbent upon me to shave half a nazirite, he is 
obligated to pay for all of the offerings. The Rabbis disagree 
with Rabbi Meir only with regard to two people who stated 


NOTES 


a hermaphrodite (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:17). 


the same vow. The reason is that the circumstances show 
that each of them had only half an offering in mind, so they 
can pay for a full set of offerings together. This circumstantial 
evidence is what the Gemara means by: Its inherent opening. 
This interpretation also explains why the mishna cited a case 
involving two people (Rabbeinu Peretz). See Nushat Rivan in 
the Vilna edition, which states that even if there were no other 
person who vowed with him, he can approach any nazirite 
and offer to pay for half of his offerings. 


BACKGROUND 
Tumtum — nieraie: A tumtum has no visible protruding sex 
organ. For this reason he cannot be identified as a man, and 
he appears to be a woman. Yet since he bears no secondary 
female characteristics, he is not identified as a woman either. 


LANGUAGE 
Hermaphrodite [androginos] — DiYITNN: From the Greek 
avdpoyvvoc, androgunos, literally meaning man-woman, i.e., 
one who has both male and female reproductive organs. 


63 


:2 971 pi NAZIR: PEREK II: 12B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf13 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
If his wife miscarried he is not a nazirite — i» inwx aban 
ama: One who vowed to be a nazirite when a child is born 
to himi is not a nazirite if his wife miscarried (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:17). 


Gave birth again - aby mun: If one vowed to be a nazirite 
when he will have a child, and his wife miscarried, and she 
later became pregnant and gave birth again, he is a nazirite 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:13). 
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However, if his wife miscarried" he is not a nazirite," since his 
wife did not give birth to a live child. Rabbi Shimon says:" Since 
it is possible that the fetus was viable, in which case his vow of 
naziriteship takes effect, he should say the following: If this fetus 
was viable in terms ofits development but died due to other causes, 
I am hereby an obligatory nazirite in fulfillment of my vow; and 
if it was not viable, I am hereby a voluntary nazirite. He then 
proceeds to observe naziriteship. 


If, subsequent to this, his wife gave birth again," he is a nazirite, 
since the unattributed opinion in the mishna holds that the condi- 
tion of his vow has now been fulfilled. Rabbi Shimon says, follow- 
ing his earlier ruling: He must now accept upon himself an addi- 
tional naziriteship and he should say: If the first fetus was viable 
then my naziriteship for the first child was obligatory, and this 
naziriteship is voluntary; and if the first child was not viable, then 
the naziriteship for the first one was voluntary and this naziriteship 
is obligatory. 


G E M ARA With regard to the statement of the mishna 


that one who vowed to be a nazirite when 
a son is born to him is a nazirite when his son is born, the Gemara 
asks: What is the purpose of stating this ruling? Of course he is 
a nazirite. The Gemara answers: This halakha is stated due to 
the latter clause of that mishna, which states that if a daughter, a 
tumtum, or a hermaphrodite are born to him, he is not a nazirite. 
The Gemara questions this, too: Isn’t that obvious, since he speci- 
fied a son? The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say he did 
not literally mean a son, but rather he meant to say: When I will 
be built up" by means of any child, including the types listed. The 
mishna therefore teaches us that this is not the case. 


The mishna also taught: And if he said: When I have a child, then 
even if he has a daughter, a tumtum, or a hermaphrodite, his vow 
takes effect. The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that this is the case? 
The Gemara answers: It is necessary to state this lest you say that 
we require a child of the kind that is considered significant’ by 
people, and he meant to exclude these other types of children when 
he vowed. The mishna therefore teaches us that this is not so. 


NOTES 


If his wife miscarried - iny aban: Even though the word 
miscarried usually refers to the pregnancy terminating before 
reaching its full term, it is difficult to accept that this is the mean- 
ing here, as the father certainly did not have a miscarried child 
in mind when he vowed to be a nazirite on the condition that 
he would have a child. Additionally, Rabbi Shimon's uncertainty 
that the child might have been viable appears irrelevant if it 
was lost before the pregnancy reached its full term. Rather, it 
is more reasonable to explain that the woman gave birth to a 
child only to see the child die before it was thirty days old. In 
that case, it is unclear whether the baby died because it was 
not properly developed or due to external factors (Rabbeinu 
Azriel; Rabbeinu Peretz). The Tosefta (2:4) indicates likewise, as 
it states: If a son was born to him, and it is uncertain if it is viable. 
Other commentaries maintain that the case is that of a child that 
was stillborn and that was clearly fully developed, but it is not 
known whether it died in its mother’s womb, in which case it is 
certainly not considered a child, or whether it died during birth 
(see Responsa of the Maharshdam, Even HaEzer 208; Keren Ora, 
following the opinion of Tosafot). 


Rabbi Shimon says, etc. — 131 Wait jiynaw rat: Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that the halakhais ruled stringently in uncertain cases 
of naziriteship (Commentary on Nazir). The Tosefta (2:4) states 
that according to Rabbi Shimon a mistaken vow of naziriteship 
takes effect. According to the Rosh and Rabbeinu Peretz, Rabbi 
Shimon holds that one who vows intends to be held account- 
able in a situation of doubt. 


When | will be built up - maxv: He may have used the word 
son [ben] in the sense of building [binyan], so that he means: 
When | build up my family by means of a child. If that was his 
intention, the naziriteship would take effect, as even one who 
has only a daughter can be considered built (Tosafot). 


A child that is considered significant — awn thr: This 
excludes a tumtum or a hermaphrodite. Since their gender and 
legal status are not clearly defined, they are not considered 
proper children (Rabbeinu Peretz). The Commentary on Nazir 
and Tosafot state that it may have been thought that even a 
daughter may not be considered a significant child in relation 
to a son, and all the more so a tumtum or a hermaphrodite. 
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§ The mishna taught that ifhis wife miscarried he is not a nazirite, 
even though it may have been a viable child. The Gemara clarifies: 
According to whose opinion is this taught? The Gemara answers: 
It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to a heap" of wheat. 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that if one vows to be a nazirite if a heap con- 
tains a certain amount of wheat and it is unclear whether or not his 
condition was fulfilled, the halakha is ruled leniently, and he is not 
a nazirite. 


The mishna further taught that Rabbi Shimon says that the indi- 
vidual should say: If this fetus was viable in terms of its develop- 
ment but died due to other causes, I am hereby an obligatory 
nazirite in fulfillment of my vow; and if it was not viable, I am 
hereby a voluntary nazirite. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Abba 
inquired of Rav Huna: If one said: I am hereby a nazirite when I 
will have a son, and his wife miscarried, and he separated an 
offering" for his naziriteship but did not sacrifice it, and his wife 
gave birth again to a son, what is the halakha with regard to the 
offering he separated? 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rabbi 
Abba pose his question? Ifhe asked it in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, what dilemma is he raising? Didn’t Rabbi 
Shimon say: In a case of uncertainty with regard to naziriteship, 
the ruling is to be stringent? Here too, since the fetus might have 
been viable, he was required to separate the offerings after she mis- 
carried, and he may not use those offerings for the naziriteship 
brought about by the later birth. Rather, one should say that the 
question was in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who said that in a case of uncertainty with regard to naziriteship, 
the ruling is to be lenient. The question is as follows: What is the 
halakha in such a situation? Are the offerings already considered 
consecrated and need not be consecrated again, or are they not 
consecrated and therefore he must consecrate them a second time? 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda with regard to a heap — 137 771179 937: Rabbi 
Yehuda rules that if one said he will be a nazirite if a certain heap 
contains one hundred kor of wheat and it was stolen or lost before 
it could be examined, preventing him from checking whether the 
condition was fulfilled, he is not a nazirite. The reason is either 
because the halakha is ruled leniently in questions of naziriteship 
(Commentary on Nazir), or because he holds that people do not 
state conditions that may result in them being left in a state of 
uncertainty (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


And his wife miscarried and he separated an offering - ahem 
Jaq? wpm ing: As explained below, this question is relevant 
only according to Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that one is not obli- 
gated to observe a term of naziriteship at all in the case of a still- 
born. The commentaries disagree with regard to why the animals 
he separated should be considered consecrated at all if he is not 
obligated to observe a term of naziriteship. Some commentaries 
claim that the case is one of a woman who miscarried and then 
gave birth to a child from the same pregnancy; e.g., if she gave 
birth to twins on the same day (Rosh; Rabbeinu Peretz). In such 


a situation, it may be assumed that the first child was also viable, 
as it had reached its full term, but it died as a result of external 
factors. Consequently, even Rabbi Yehuda would agree that the 
uncertainty in this case is stronger than in that of a standard 
pregnancy. 

The Rid, however, prefers a variant version of the text, which 
is also that of Rambam: He separated an offering and his wife 
miscarried, and she gave birth again. In this reading, he separated 
the offerings before his wife miscarried. According to the Rid, the 
question is whether he is required to consecrate the offering a 
second time since it is apparent that the first sanctity did not take 
effect, or whether the first consecration stands. The Meiri claims 
that even according to the approach of the Rid, the uncertainty 
applies only to another child from the same pregnancy. If the case 
is not specifically referring to two births from the same pregnancy, 
as explained by the Commentary on Nazir, the question might be 
whether the original consecration is viewed as erroneous and is 
entirely null, or whether the fact that it later turns out to have a 
purpose, as another child was born to him, means that it was not 
an erroneous consecration (Mishne LaMelekh). 


HALAKHA 

And his wife miscarried and he separated an offer- 
ing —jayp DM inv TP: If one says: | am hereby 
a nazirite when | will have a son, and he separated his 
nazirite offerings, and then his wife miscarried, became 
pregnant again, and gave birth, it is uncertain whether 
all of the offerings he had separated are consecrated. 
One may not shear them or use them for work, but he 
is not liable to receive lashes if he does. This case remains 
unresolved by the Gemara and the ruling is therefore 
stringent (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:13). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Ben Rehumi — 73117 73: Some suggest that ben Rehumi 
is not a name but the nickname of a Sage who asked a 
question concerning the concept of rahimana lei, | am as 
a good friend. There are other such nicknames in various 
places in the Talmud. However, aside from the fact that 
the name Rehumi itself is the proper name of several 
Sages, the name Rahum is also found in the Bible. One 
Sage named Rehumi was a disciple of Abaye, and it is 
possible that ben Rehumi was the son of Rav Rehumi, 
and he is called: Son of Rehumi [ben Rehumi] since he 
was very young when he asked his question. 
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The Gemara asks: What difference is there? In any case, he is cer- 
tainly obligated to observe naziriteship now, and he must separate 
the offerings. The Gemara answers: The question is referring to the 
issue of its shearing and its labor. If they are considered conse- 
crated from the initial consecration, it is prohibited to shear their 
wool and use them for labor, like any other consecrated animal. But 
if they are not yet consecrated, it is permitted to use them. No 
answer was found for this question, and the Gemara concludes that 
the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ With regard to one who accepted naziriteship upon himself that 
would begin upon the birth of his son, the Sage ben Rehumi? 
inquired of Abaye: If one said: I am hereby a nazirite when I will 
have a son, and another heard him and said: And it is incumbent 
upon me," what is the halakha with regard to the second person? 
Is the implication of his statement a concurrence to the statement 
of the first one, which would mean that he too accepts naziriteship 
upon himself when the first has a son, or is the implication of his 
statement meant to be understood about himself, i.e., that he has 
vowed to be a nazirite when he has a son of his own? 


The Gemara develops the question further: Even if you say that 
the phrase: And it is incumbent upon me, has the implication of 
meaning that it is to be understood about himself, what is the 

halakha if one said: I am hereby a nazirite when" I will havea son, 
and another heard him and said: And 1?" What is the meaning of 
the second person's statement? Is it to be understood that here 

too, he is speaking of himself, meaning: I shall be a nazirite when 
I will have a son of my own, or perhaps this is what he is saying: I 
love you as you love yourself; I would be as happy as you at the 

birth of your son, and I too will be a nazirite when you have a son. 
Ben Rehumi continues: If you say that anything he says to another 
in front of him 


HALAKHA 


And another heard and said: And it is incumbent upon me, 
etc.-’151 oy vax) AN yawr: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite 
when | have a son, and another heard and said: And |, the latter 
becomes a nazirite immediately. The Ra'avad raises a question 
as to the Rambam's source for this ruling. According to the Kesef 
Mishne, the Rambam has a variant text, which replaces the 
phrase: And it is incumbent upon me, with: And |. Additionally, 
he interprets the word aggufeih to mean: About itself, referring 
to the immediate, unconditional acceptance of naziriteship. The 
principle of the Rambam is that whenever the Gemara introduces 
a dilemma with the phrase: If you say, the assumption upon 


And another heard and said: And | — »3%1 12%) ivan yw: 
ost commentaries who accept this version of the text maintain 
hat the difference between this question and the previous one 
is that the phrase: And it is incumbent upon me, indicates that 
he must also observe naziriteship when he has a son, whereas: 
And |, means: | too shall be like you and be a nazirite when you 
have a son (see Commentary on Nazir and Rosh). However, 
Rabbeinu Peretz questions this distinction and holds to the con- 
rary, that saying: It is incumbent upon me, is more indicative of 
an acceptance of the first person’s vow than saying: And |. He 


NOTES 


which the dilemma is based is the decided halakha. In this case 
as well as the following cases, the Ra’avad holds that if both of 
them have sons he has no recourse but to observe two sets of 
naziriteship, one for the other's son and one for his own (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:5). 


l am hereby a nazirite when, etc. - 13) xpe MPPI: If one 
said to another: | am hereby a nazirite when | have a son, and the 
other heard him and said: And |, the latter is not a nazirite since 
he only meant that he loves him and wishes for him to have a 
son (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:6). 


prefers a variant text, which is that of many early commentar- 
ies, in which one says: | am hereby a nazirite when you have a 
son, and another heard and said: And |. The question is whether 
he meant that he too will be a nazirite when he has a son of 
his own, or that due to his affection for the other he vows a 
reciprocal naziriteship when the other will have a son. Rabbeinu 
Peretz states, citing Tosafot, that according to this version the 
next case is referring to a situation where the first person speaks 
to a third party, and the second one adds: And |. The Rambam 
explains similarly. 
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should be understood in light of the fact that the matter is embar- 
rassing for him, the second person is likely to mean that he will 
become a nazirite upon the birth of a child to the first person, as he 
will be embarrassed to seem indifferent about the birth of the child 
to the person standing before him, then the following question 
arises: If one said: I am hereby a nazirite when so-and-so will have 
a son," and another heard and said: And I, what is the halakha? 
Do we say that since the second person did not vow in front of the 
subject of the first person's vow, he therefore speaks of himself when 
he says: And I, meaning that he will be a nazirite when he has ason 
of his own? Or perhaps this is what he is saying to him: I love him 
as you do, and I too will be a nazirite when he has a son. As in the 
previous cases, no answer was found for this question, and the 


dilemma remains unresolved.’ 
MI SHN In a case where one said: I am hereby a 
nazirite now, and I will be a nazirite when I 
will have a son," and he began counting his own term of nazirite- 
ship, i.e., his first vow, and afterward in the middle of this nazirite- 
ship period a son was born to him, he first completes his own" 
initial term of naziriteship and afterward he counts the term of 
naziriteship he vowed on the condition of the birth of his son. How- 
ever, if he reversed the order and said: I am hereby a nazirite when 
I will have a son, and I am hereby a nazirite," and he began count- 
ing his own term of naziriteship and afterward, during this period, 
a son was born to him, he sets aside his own term of naziriteship 
and counts that which he vowed on condition of the birth of his 
son, and afterward he completes his own term of naziriteship. 


G E M ARA In Hen of the me of the mishna, Rava 


asks: If one said: I am hereby a nazirite 
for a standard term of thirty days and will begin observing it after 
twenty days," and I am also a nazirite from now for one hundred 
days, what is the halakha? Should one say that since these one 
hundred days of naziriteship are not completed within those 
first twenty days, it could be said that the one hundred days of 
naziriteship do not take effect" at all until after he has completed 
the thirty-day naziriteship? Or perhaps, since he still has at least 
thirty days of hair growth" at the end, as after the thirty-day 
term he could observe an additional eighty days, therefore the one 
hundred days of naziriteship take effect from now, and he counts 
twenty days, pauses to observe the other term of naziriteship for 
thirty days, shaves, and then completes the final eighty days of the 
long term of naziriteship. 


HALAKHA 


When so-and-so will have a son - ja niba) KPW: If one 
says: | am hereby a nazirite when so-and-so will have a son, 
and another heard him and said: And |, it is uncertain whether 
the second person has accepted naziriteship upon himself or 
whether he was merely expressing his equal affection for him. 
Since the halakha is to be lenient in uncertain cases of nazirite- 
ship, he is not a nazirite. According to the Ra‘avad he remains 
in a state of uncertainty until he vows to observe two terms 
of naziriteship: One for the other's son and one for his own 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:7). 


l am hereby a nazirite, and a nazirite when | will have a son - 
ampe 9, MP: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite, and 

| will be a nazirite when | have a son, and then a son was born 

to him while he was counting his naziriteship, he completes 

the first term of naziriteship and afterward observes the term 

of naziriteship he vowed for the birth of his son (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:3). 


lam hereby a nazirite when | will have a son, and I am hereby 
a nazirite — 3) ]2 % TPED MPI: If one says: | am hereby 
a nazirite when | will have a son and | am hereby a nazirite for 
a certain period of time, and a son was born to him during his 
term of naziriteship, he stops counting that term of naziriteship, 
observes the term of naziriteship for his son, and afterward com- 
pletes the first term (Rambam Sefer Haflaa, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:3). 


l am hereby a nazirite after twenty days, etc. - an) MPN 
12101 Dwy: If one says: | am hereby a nazirite after twenty days, 
and then says: | am hereby a nazirite from now for one hundred 
days, he counts twenty days, pauses, and proceeds to observe 
the thirty days of his first vow of naziriteship. At the conclusion 
of those thirty days he shaves and brings the offerings. He then 
observes the remaining eighty days of the term of naziriteship 
he had started to observe, shaves, and brings the offerings. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, based on 
the assumption of the question beginning: If you say, on the 
following page (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:6). 
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NOTES 


The dilemma remains unresolved [tibaei] — yan: This 
is equivalent to the more prevalent phrase: The dilemma 
shall stand [teiku]. The early commentaries point out that 
differences of this kind are characteristic of the style of 
this tractate, as well as tractate Nedarim, in contrast to 
other tractates, 


He completes his own, etc. - ^3) bw ny whwn: The 
early commentaries suggest two basic explanations 
or this statement. Some commentaries even cite both 
interpretations, including different versions of each (see 
Rabbeinu Peretz and Rabbeinu Azriel). One explanation 
(Commentary on Nazir; Rosh) is that after completing his 
erm he does not shave, since the term of naziriteship for 
is son took effect during the first term of naziriteship, and 
he then immediately observes the term of naziriteship 
or his son. Upon the completion of the second term of 
naziriteship he shaves and brings the offerings for both 
erms. Alternatively, he brings only one set of offerings, as 
he offerings are contingent on the shaving, and he has 
shaved only once (Rabbeinu Azriel). The other explanation 
is that he completes his own term of naziriteship, shaves, 
and brings the offerings, and afterward begins to count a 
second term of naziriteship for his son. The Commentary 
on Nazir attributes this interpretation to an individual 
called: The teacher, which may refer to Rashi. Many early 
commentaries agree with this second explanation, and the 
Jerusalem Talmud explains likewise. 


Do not take effect - pn x5: If this is the halakha, then 
one in this situation does not observe naziriteship at 
all during the first twenty days. He may drink wine and 
contract impurity from a corpse. After twenty days have 
passed he observes thirty days of naziriteship, shaves, and 
then observes a further term of one hundred days. Tosafot 
explain that although he said: From now, he meant only 
that he is vowing now, but it is clear from the content 
of his statement that he does not wish to start counting 
that term of naziriteship immediately. As for the differ- 
ence between this halakha and the halakha of the mishna 
with regard to one whose term of naziriteship for his son 
came into effect while he was observing his own term 
of naziriteship, where everyone agrees that he starts his 
own term of naziriteship and stops it, the commentaries 
offer the following explanation: In the case of the mishna 
he does not know the precise date of his son's birth, so his 
own term of naziriteship begins immediately, as he might 
be able to complete it in time. Here, however, he knows 
ahead of time that twenty days are insufficient for a term of 
naziriteship, so it can be assumed that he did not intend for 
the term of naziriteship to begin immediately. 


Since he has hair growth - aye bins ab ITNT 1D: Some 
commentaries explain that since he must shave at the 
completion of the thirty days of the second term of 
naziriteship, there is a need for sufficient time for another 
complete term of naziriteship in order for his hair to 
grow, so that he can shave again at the completion of 
the restarted term of naziriteship. This means that at least 
thirty days of the initial naziriteship must remain, because 
one cannot shave for hair growth of less than thirty days 
(Tosafot). Others explain that as in the case of the mishna, 
he shaves only once, at the conclusion of the final term of 
naziriteship. According to this explanation, the Gemara is 
not referring to actual hair growth, as his hair has already 
grown during the intervening term, but refers to a suf- 
ficiently long period of time for the growth to occur after 
the intervening term has ended (see Shita Mekubbetzet 
and Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


A short naziriteship, etc. — 15) Neyya PMA: 

am hereby a nazirite after twenty days and 
rom now, he observes a term of naziriteship of 
shaves, and then observes a second term of 


second term of naziriteship, only ten days would 


or the naziriteship that was to commence aft 
days. This is because if he counts twenty and stops for the 


one says: 
a nazirite 
hirty days, 
hirty days 
er twenty 


remain for 


he completion of his first term, and there mus 


Hilkhot Nezirut 4:7 and Kesef Mishne there). 


be at least 


hirty days between each shaving (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 


| am hereby a nazirite after twenty, etc. — 12277 


nD wy ams: If one said: | am hereby a na 


zirite after 


twenty days, and then said: |I am a permanent nazirite 
from now, the naziriteship of his first vow does not take 
effect (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:8 and Kesef 


Mishne there). 
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The Gemara asks: And let him raise this dilemma with regard to 
a short term of naziriteship, when fewer than thirty days would 
remain if he suspended the first term of naziriteship in order to 
observe the other. The Gemara answers: He raises one dilemma 
as a result of the other. In other words, Rava’s question was an 
outgrowth of a different inquiry, which in turn led to his question. 
The full discussion is as follows: 


If you say that when he accepts naziriteship upon himself after 
twenty days, and then vows a short term of naziriteship" of thirty 
days starting now, then since, if he pauses from his first term of 
naziriteship after twenty days, it is only ten days that are left over 
to complete after the second term of naziriteship, those ten should 
not be reckoned for him to complete a full term of naziriteship. Ten 
days are insufficient for hair growth. Therefore, he must observe a 
full thirty-day term of naziriteship after the second term of nazirite- 
ship, which means he is not a nazirite for the first twenty days. With 
that assumption in mind, the question arose: Certainly if he vows 
to be anazirite for one hundred days, since he has a further eighty 
days at the end, which is sufficient time for his hair to grow, do 
the first twenty days count for him as part of the one hundred days 
or not? 


This inquiry leads to yet another question: And if you say that the 
first days of naziriteship take effect," and his term of naziriteship will 
be completed in the eighty days after the second term of naziriteship, 
then ifhe said: I am hereby a nazirite after twenty" days, and from 
now | am a permanent nazirite, what is the halakha? Does the 
permanent naziriteship take effect for him during those twenty days 
or not? Since permanent naziriteship is unlimited, he could not have 
intended to complete its days after the second term of naziriteship, 
and it is reasonable to assume that he intended for the permanent 
naziriteship to begin after the second term of naziriteship has been 
completed. 


NOTES 


And if you say that they take effect - don anid YAN DN}: 

At this point the Gemara expands Rava's question: Even if the 
previous problem is resolved by saying that a term of naziriteship 
that cannot be completed before the second term of naziriteship 
starts should nevertheless commence at once, it is possible that 
this is so only because both terms of naziriteship are of limited 
duration. Moreover, since they can be completed consecutively, 
the first one takes immediate effect. 


If, however, one of the terms of naziriteship is unlimited, this 
means that once he begins it the second term of naziriteship 
can never take effect, and even if it could take effect, he cannot 
shave at its conclusion (Rabbeinu Peretz). The Rosh explains that 
when there are two terms of naziriteship that last for a specific 
period of time, neither of them is viewed as an interruption 
of the other, whereas a permanent naziriteship represents an 
entirely different category. 
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If you say: Here, with regard to cases of a standard permanent 
naziriteship after twenty days, since it is possible to request of a 
halakhic authority to dissolve the vow, which would result in the first 
term of naziriteship taking full effect, it therefore takes effect during 
those twenty days, then the following question arises: If one said: I 
am hereby a nazirite like Samson""® after twenty days, and from 
now I am hereby a nazirite without specification, what is the hala- 
kha? Since here it is not possible to request of a halakhic authority 
to dissolve the vow of naziriteship like Samson, and there is no way 
of completing the first term of naziriteship, does the first naziriteship 
take effect or not? The Gemara adds another question: If one said: 
I am hereby like Moses on the seventh day of Adar," what is the 
halakha? Is this considered an expression of naziriteship in that just 
as Moses passed away on that date and drank no more wine, so too, 
the speaker vows to be a nazirite? Alternatively, perhaps this phrase 
does not indicate the acceptance of naziriteship. 


The Gemara comments: At least resolve the first of these questions, 
the one raised at the beginning of the discussion, as it is stated explic- 
itly in the Tosefta (2:5): If one says: I am hereby a nazirite after 
twenty days, and I am hereby a nazirite from now for one hundred 
days, he counts twenty days of his term of naziriteship immediately, 
after which he counts thirty days for the subsequent term of nazirite- 
ship, and afterward he counts eighty days in order to complete his 
first term of naziriteship. 


§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of the statement of the mishna 
with regard to one who vowed to be a nazirite upon the birth of a 
son in addition to a standard term of naziriteship. The mishna ruled 
that he begins his term of naziriteship, and if he has a son during that 
term, he pauses from that term of naziriteship and starts the term for 
his son, after which he completes the first term. The Torah states 
that a nazirite who becomes impure while observing his term of 
naziriteship must start counting afresh, which leads to the following 
question: What happens if he became impure during the days of 
his term of naziriteship for his son?" Rabbi Yohanan says: This 
negates all of it, even the days he has counted for his own term of 
naziriteship, and he must observe two full terms of naziriteship. Reish 
Lakish says: This does not negate the days he observed for his own 
term of naziriteship, only those of the term of naziriteship for his son. 


The Gemara clarifies the two approaches: Rabbi Yohanan says it 
negates all of it, since he holds that it is one long term of naziriteship." 
Reish Lakish says it does not negate the days he observed for his 
own term of naziriteship because his term of naziriteship is a discrete 
naziriteship, and that for his son is a discrete naziriteship. 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 

lam hereby a nazirite like Samson, etc. — iwnaw m YY 
"D1: If one said: | am hereby a nazirite like Samson after 
twenty days, and subsequently said: | am hereby a nazirite 
from now, he does not shave at the completion of the 
term of naziriteship observed due to his second vow, as 
he is then a nazirite like Samson (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 4:9 and see Kesef Mishne there). 


He became impure during the days of his son - x29) 
jaa 193: If one vowed to be a nazirite upon the birth 
of his son, and then took a vow of a standard term of 
naziriteship beginning immediately, he starts the latter 
term of naziriteship at once. If he has a son before com- 
pleting his term, he observes the term of naziriteship for 
his son and afterward completes his term of nazirite- 
ship. These two terms of naziriteship are considered a 
single term, and if he became impure during the term of 
naziriteship for his son all of the days are negated. This is 
because the halakha is generally ruled in accordance with 
Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion in opposition to Reish Lakish. If 
one became impure during the final days of his own 
term of naziriteship, after the term of naziriteship for his 
son was completed, he forfeits only the latter days. The 
Ra‘avad maintains that he also forfeits the first days of his 
own term of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 4:3). 


BACKGROUND 

A nazirite like Samson — iwaw 71a: According to some 
authorities, one who takes a vow to be a nazirite like 
Samson is not a nazirite at all, since Samson himself did 
not take a vow of naziriteship (see Judges, chapter 13); 
however, others set norms for a nazirite like Samson. 
They permit him to become ritually impure by coming 
in contact with dead bodies, thereby freeing him from 
the obligation to bring the special nazirite offerings if 
he becomes ritually impure, but they prohibit him from 
cutting his hair or drinking wine. Such a nazirite vow is 
permanent, and some hold that it cannot be dissolved. 


lam hereby a nazirite like Samson, etc. — ^D ;1wnAw m PIT: 
The Sages had a tradition that one cannot request to have a 
naziriteship of this type dissolved (Rabbeinu Peretz). The Com- 
mentary on Nazir explains that this is because Samson himself 
never vowed to be a nazirite but rather had it imposed upon 
him by an angel; therefore, he could not request its dissolution. 
Consequently, one who vows to be a nazirite like Samson has 
no option of dissolution. 


Like Moses on the seventh day of Adar, etc. - nyawa nwa 
"131 VIN: The Keren Ora is puzzled by the placement of this 
question, which appears unrelated to the previous questions. 
Rabbeinu Peretz explains simply that this question is in fact 
unconnected to the other ones, and is mentioned here only as 
one of a series of unresolved questions. 

The Meiri claims that this problem is related to the case of 
a naziriteship like Samson. In both situations one is stating a 
vow of naziriteship by comparing himself to someone who 
did not drink wine, but not as a result of a vow of naziriteship. 
Samson's naziriteship did not come about through a vow, and 
Moses ' refraining from wine also was not the result of a vow. 
When one links his naziriteship to the behavior of a person who 
refrains from drinking wine due to illness or a similar reason, the 


vow does not take effect. The question in the Gemara is whether 
that halakha applies to the comparison to Moses, or whether 
the case of one who compares himself to Moses has the same 
halakha as that of a naziriteship like Samson. 

With regard to what the uncertainty is when he says: The 
seventh of Adar, most commentaries (Tosafot; Rosh; Rabbeinu 
Todros; Rabbeinu Azriel, citing Rabbeinu Tam) explain that it 
is uncertain whether or not he had naziriteship in mind. On 
the one hand, since Moses died on the seventh of Adar, it is 
possible that many Jews decided to be nazirites as an expres- 
sion of mourning, since, like a mourner, a nazirite may not 
drink wine or shave. On the other hand, the one in question 
might have intended to celebrate that day in honor of the 
birth of Moses, which occurred on the same date, and did not 
intend to accept upon himself naziriteship or any other prohi- 
bition. The Commentary on Nazir explains that just as Moses 
himself did not drink wine from the day of his death onward, 
this person vows that wine is forbidden to him as well. The 
Meiri suggests that Moses did not drink wine on the day of his 
death, as he was presumably not focused on his physical needs 
on that day. 


It is one long term of naziriteship — K7 KAD IN MV XIN: 
The early commentaries explain that this naziriteship is consid- 
ered one long term, even though it contains both his own term 
of naziriteship as well as the one for his son, because he does 
not shave until the conclusion of the entire period. Tosafot claim 
hat Rabbi Yohanan said it is a long term of naziriteship and one 
orfeits the entire period only if he became impure during the 
days of the naziriteship for his son, in which case it also negates 
he first period he had observed for his own term of naziriteship. 
However, if he became impure during the period in which he 
completes his term of naziriteship, after the completion of the 
erm of naziriteship for his son, he does not forfeit the days of 
he term of naziriteship for his son but only the first days he 
ad counted for his own term of naziriteship. In contrast, the 
Rambam rules that if one became impure during those last 
days, not only does it not negate the term of naziriteship for his 
son, but even the earlier days he observed for his own term of 
naziriteship remain valid. The Keren Ora writes that the Rambam 
here is consistent with his approach that one must shave after 
concluding the term of naziriteship for his son, which means 
the two parts of his own term of naziriteship are linked only by 
the numbering of days. They are not considered a single unit 
with regard to negation. 
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BACKGROUND 


Leprosy [tzara‘at] - ny%: Traditionally rendered as leprosy, 
the term tzara‘at used is the Torah is not necessarily the 
equivalent of the disease known by that name. The Torah 
term refers to symptoms that cause severe ritual impurity. 
The halakhot governing these symptoms are articulated 
at length in Leviticus, chapters 13-15, and in the Mishna in 
tractate Nega’im. Leprosy can be contracted on skin, hair, 
articles of clothing, and houses. When a symptom appears, 
it is examined by a priest, and only a priest is authorized to 
determine whether to quarantine the affected person for a 
certain period or to declare immediately that the symptom is 
or is not leprosy. Leprosy is one of the primary sources of ritual 
impurity, and it is particularly severe in that it imparts ritual 
impurity to items found in the same enclosure with it, like the 
impurity imparted by corpses. One afflicted with leprosy in 
the wilderness was sent out of the Israelite camp, and once 
the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael, out of his town or 
city. He must live in solitude until his affliction is cured. A 
cured leper undergoes certain rites outside the city and a 
purification ceremony in the Temple itself. He is obligated to 
bring specific offerings as part of his purification. 


NOTES 


On the day of hair growth - www bana Bia: There are dif- 
ferent opinions with regard to this case. Most early com- 
mentaries explain that the Gemara is referring to a person 
who shaved his hair during his naziriteship either against his 
will or because he contracted leprosy. Although the shaving 
does not cause him to forfeit his previous days of naziriteship, 
he is nevertheless required to observe a period of thirty days 
so that his hair can grow enough for shaving. 

Rav and Shmuel have a dispute with regard to the halakha 
of one who became impure during this additional period of 
hair growth. Rav maintains that Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish would both agree that these days are not considered 
part of his naziriteship, since he has already counted the 
requisite number of days. Conversely, Shmuel argues that 
since these days serve to complete his naziriteship they 
are viewed as an integral part of it (Josafot; Rosh; Rabbeinu 
Peretz; Rabbeinu Todros). The Commentary on Nazir offers an 
alternative explanation which suggests a similar approach. It 
states that the Gemara is referring to a nazirite who became 
impure and, after becoming pure again, began counting a 
new full term of naziriteship as required. He then became 
impure during the period added to his naziriteship due to 
the first impurity. In this case, Rav and Shmuel disagree over 
whether these days can be viewed as merely an addition to 
the previous naziriteship, or whether they are considered part 
of the naziriteship itself since the previous days were negated. 

In contrast to this, some commentaries maintain that the 
phrase: The day of his hair growth, should be understood 
literally as referring to a particular day. Therefore, the Com- 
mentary on Nazir’s initial interpretation explains that the 
case is of one who vowed to be a nazirite for one hundred 
days, and after seventy days passed he contracted leprosy, 
was cured, and resumed his naziriteship. He shaved on the 
one hundredth day, and on the very day that he completed 
his term became a leper again. According to this approach, 
everyone agrees that he negates the last thirty days, and the 
dispute concerns the status of the first seventy. 

In Sefer HaYashar, Rabbeinu Tam writes that Rav agrees 
with the opinion that one who became impure on the day of 
the completion of his term of naziriteship has to repeat only 
thirty days, and the words: It does not negate, mean it does 
not negate it all. The Meiri states that if one became impure 
on the day of his offerings, which occurs on the day after the 
completion of his naziriteship, he forfeits at least thirty days. It 
is the day after this that is called: The day of hair growth, and 
since this day is not part of his naziriteship even by rabbinic 
decree, Rav maintains that it does not negate his term if he 
became impure on that day. 
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These two amora’im have a similar dispute in the case of one who 
contracted leprosy during his naziriteship and became impure 
by coming into contact with corpse during the days of his lep- 
rosy.*" Although the days ofhis leprosy do not negate the previous 
days ofhis naziriteship, they are not counted as part of his nazirite- 
ship either. Rabbi Yohanan says: Contraction of impurity from a 
corpse negates the days of naziriteship observed before his leprosy, 
which means he must start counting afresh once he is purified of 
leprosy. Reish Lakish says: It does not negate the days he has 
observed, and he need observe only the remaining days of his 
naziriteship after his purification. 


The Gemara clarifies their respective approaches. Rabbi Yohanan 
says the impurity from a corpse negates the days he already 
observed, since he remains in a period of naziriteship even when 
he is a leper, as his leprosy does not negate his naziriteship. Reish 
Lakish says it does not negate the days he observed, since he 
maintains that leprosy is discrete and naziriteship is discrete. 
One's time as a leper is not considered part of his naziriteship. 


The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to teach this dispute 
in both cases. As, if it were stated in this first one, with regard 
to one who became impure during his term of naziriteship for 
the birth of his son, one might say that it is specifically in that case 
that Rabbi Yohanan said it also negates the days of his standard 
naziriteship because there is one label of naziriteship that applies 
to both vows, but in this case, where the leper became impure from 
a corpse, one might say he concedes to Reish Lakish that it does 
not negate the days of his naziriteship that he has counted, since a 
nazirite is discrete and leprosy is discrete. 


And conversely, if it were stated only in this case, that of the leper 
who contracted impurity from a corpse, one might say that it is 
only in this case that Reish Lakish said it does not negate his days 
of naziriteship, but in that case, where one became impure while 
observing the term of naziriteship for his son, one might say he 
concedes to Rabbi Yohanan that it negates the entire period, since 
they are all days of naziriteship. Therefore, it is necessary for the 
dispute to be taught in both cases. 


In connection with the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish, the Gemara discusses the case of a nazirite who became 
impure on the day of his hair growth." The case is that of one 
who contracted leprosy during his naziriteship and then was puri- 
fied from his condition and shaved, as required of him. At this point 
he must wait another thirty days so that his hair can grow enough 
for him to shave it for the end of his naziriteship. If he became 
impure during this additional period, Rav said: It does not negate 
the days he previously counted for his naziriteship. The Gemara 
explains: Even according to Rabbi Yohanan, who says that if one 
became impure during the days of the term of naziriteship for his 
son it negates the entire period, this statement applies only where 
he still remains in a period of naziriteship, but the time of hair 
growth is an addition to his period of naziriteship and is not 
considered part of the term itself. 


HALAKHA 


Became impure during the days of his leprosy — "83 x13) 
Smyay: A nazirite with leprosy who later contracts impurity from 
a corpse forfeits all his previous days of naziriteship because he 
is still considered a nazirite, despite the impurity of the leprosy 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:10). 


Became impure on the day of hair growth — -bin Diva NOD) 
ww: If a nazirite completes his term of naziriteship and on 
the following day, when he may grow his hair, he becomes 
impure, he does not forfeit any part of his naziriteship even if 
he has yet to shave, since his period of naziriteship is over. The 
halakha is in accordance with Rav in opposition to Shmuel in 
matters of ritual law (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:5 
and Kesef Mishne there). 
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And Shmuel said: It negates the earlier days. The Gemara 
explains: Even according to Reish Lakish, who says that 
becoming impure during the naziriteship for his son does not 
negate the days of his naziriteship, there it is referring to a 
case of two distinct terms of naziriteship, a standard one for 
himself and another for his son. But here it is one naziriteship, 
since the days he observes for the growth of his hair complete 
his naziriteship. 


§ Rav Hisda said: All concede that if the hair was consecrated 
during the sprinkling of the blood, he has no means of remedy. 
That is, if the nazirite had completed his term and brought his 
offerings, and the blood of the offerings was sprinkled, and he 
then became impure before shaving, he has no way to shave or 
to render wine permitted to himself. It has not been permitted 
through the offerings he brought because he has become impure, 
and he cannot bring other offerings for this purpose since 
one may not bring two sets of offerings for the same term of 
naziriteship. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rav 
Hisda state this halakha? If one says that it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, this cannot be, since Rabbi 
Eliezer said that shaving is indispensable to the completion 
of naziriteship. The impurity is therefore contracted within the 
full term of his naziriteship, in which case it would not make 
sense that he has no remedy; but let it instead negate his days 
of naziriteship, and he will observe them again, after which he 
will shave. Rather, perhaps Rav Hisda spoke in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis; didn’t they say that shaving is not 
indispensable" to the completion of naziriteship, which means 
his impurity occurred when he was no longer a nazirite? The 
Gemara answers: Actually, Rav Hisda ruled in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, and what is the meaning of: He has 
no means of remedy? It means: He has no means of remedy for 
the mitzva of shaving, i.e., he cannot fulfill the mitzva of shaving 
in purity as required. 


§ Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: A nazirite whose 
days of naziriteship are completed but who has yet to bring 
his offerings is flogged for the contracting of impurity" if he 
becomes impure from a corpse, like any nazirite who becomes 
impure, but he is not flogged for the act of shaving, nor for the 
drinking of wine. The Gemara asks: What is different with 
regard to impurity that he is flogged for it? It is as the verse 
states: “All the days that he has consecrated himself unto the 
Lord he shall not come near to a dead body” (Numbers 6:6). 
The additional word “all” comes to include the days after the 
completion of his naziriteship and teaches that they are like 
the days before its completion with regard to the prohibition 
against contracting impurity from the dead. Therefore, he is 
liable to receive lashes. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let him also be liable to receive lashes 

for shaving, since the Merciful One states in the Torah: “All 

the days of his vow of naziriteship there shall no razor come 

upon his head” (Numbers 6:5). Here too, the word “all” should 

render the days after the completion of his naziriteship like the 

days before its completion. And furthermore, with regard to 

wine as well, the verse states: “All the days of his naziriteship, 
from anything that is made of the grapevine, from the pressed 

grapes even to the grapestone, he shall not eat” (Numbers 6:4). 
Once again, the word “all” should render the days after the 

completion of his naziriteship like the days before its comple- 
tion with regard to drinking wine. What is the reason for the 

difference in halakha between contracting impurity on the one 

hand, and shaving and drinking wine on the other? 


HALAKHA =——¥——_____- 
Shaving is not indispensable - naay x nnan: Ifa nazirite 
has completed his days of naziriteship and brought his offer- 
ings, the fact that he has not yet shaved does not preclude the 
conclusion of his naziriteship. Rather, he may drink wine and 
contract impurity from a corpse after nightfall, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:5). 


NOTES =—WW¥—_____- 
He is flogged for the contracting of impurity — by api 
mawT: Even Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, agrees that 
one does not forfeit his period of naziriteship, since he has 
already counted the requisite number of days (Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 
A nazirite whose days are completed — 12 b bow m: 
If a nazirite has completed his term of naziriteship but 
has yet to bring his offerings, he remains bound by all the 
prohibitions of naziriteship and is liable to receive lashes 
if he transgresses any of them (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 4:12). 


lam hereby a nazirite when | will have a son, etc. — 77 
maya xpe a: If one vowed to be a nazirite when 
he has a son, and then stated: | am hereby a nazirite from 
now for one hundred days, if he has thirty or more days 
remaining of his naziriteship when his son is born, e.g. if 
the son is born on the sixtieth day of his naziriteship, he 
counts the term of naziriteship for his son and shaves, 
then completes the remaining forty days of his own term 
of naziriteship and shaves again. If fewer than thirty days 
of his term of naziriteship remain, e.g., if the son was born 
on the eightieth day of his naziriteship, he observes the 
term of naziriteship for his son, shaves, and proceeds to 
observe a further thirty-day term. He is a nazirite for an 
extra ten days so that he will be able to shave a second 
time (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:4-5). 
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The Gemara answers: Here, with regard to impurity, it is different, 
as the Merciful One states in the Torah: “And he defile his con- 
secrated head” (Numbers 6:9), which indicates that even one 
whose naziriteship is dependent only upon his head, i.e., one 
who has completed his naziriteship other than shaving, is liable 
to receive lashes if he contracts impurity. The Gemara raises an 
objection to the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, 
from a baraita: A nazirite whose days are completed" is forbid- 
den to shave, and is forbidden to drink wine, and is forbidden to 
contract impurity from corpses. And if he did shave, or drink 
wine, or contract impurity from corpses, he incurs the forty 
lashes administered to one who violates a Torah prohibition. This 
baraita clearly states that he is flogged for any of the three prohibi- 
tions, which is a conclusive refutation of the statement of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina. 


h f ho said: hereb 
MISHNA =" ° one who sai rai ereby 


a nazirite when I will have a son," and he 
added: I am hereby a nazirite from now for one hundred days, 
and he then began observing the one hundred days of his nazirite- 
ship, if a son is born to him up to seventy days from the start of 
his naziriteship he has not lost anything." He pauses from the 
observance of the naziriteship of one hundred days and observes 
the thirty-day term for his son. He then completes the thirty or 
more days left of his initial naziriteship. However, ifhis son is born 
after seventy days, this negates the first seventy" days, and he must 
observe a full hundred days after he completes the naziriteship for 
his son. The reason is that here, he is unable to merely complete 
the remaining days of his initial naziriteship after shaving at the 
completion of the naziriteship for his son, since shaving cannot 
be performed after a period of less than thirty days. 


NOTES 


He has not lost anything - obs DDT x: There are two basic 
explanations for this clause. One approach is that if a son is born 
before he has observed seventy days of his own term of nazirite- 
ship, he pauses from his observance of that term of naziriteship, 
observes the term for his son, shaves, and then completes the 
remaining days of his long naziriteship (Commentary on Nazir; 
Rid; Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). An alternative opinion states 
that if a son is born before seventy days have passed, he need not 
observe a separate term for his son, since the days of naziriteship 
for his son are incorporated within his own term of naziriteship, 
as the same days may count toward both terms of naziriteship. 
Upon the completion of one hundred days he shaves and brings 
the offerings for both vows of naziriteship (Tosafot 13b; Rosh; 
Rabbeinu Peretz). The Meiri cites both approaches. 


After seventy, it negates seventy, etc. - pjo pyaw and 
^d Dyw: The different explanations given by the commentar- 
ies for the previous stage of the Gemara continue here as well. 
According to the Commentary on Nazir, this should be under- 
stood as follows: Since the son was born with fewer than thirty 
days remaining to the father’s vow, the father first observes the 
thirty-day naziriteship for his son because that vow was stated 
first; he then shaves and counts another full term of one hundred 
days for his second vow. This explanation fits well with the text 
of the mishna and Gemara. 

Tosafot explain differently: If the son was born after seventy 
days, the father pauses from the observance of his own term of 


naziriteship and observes the naziriteship for his son, after which 
he completes the remaining days of his naziriteship. However, 
the meaning of the phrase: It negates seventy, is unclear accord- 
ing to this approach, since nothing is negated, and certainly not 
seventy days. In fact, those commentaries have a variant text that 
reads only: Negates, and explain that it negates the upcoming 
days from his term of naziriteship (Rabbeinu Peretz; Rosh, cited 
in Shita Mekubbetzet). Yet the phrase: Since shaving cannot be 
performed, appears out of place here because according to this 
approach one shaves only at the very end, so there is not a period 
of less than thirty days for hair growth. 

There is another interpretation that claims that if one has a 
son after seventy days he observes the naziriteship for his son, 
shaves, and brings his offerings, and afterward he observes a 
further thirty-day period to be able to shave his hair for his own 
term of naziriteship (Rambam; see Birkat Rosh and Orah Mishor, 
who explains the Jerusalem Talmud similarly; see the note 
interpolated in Tosafot on 13b). According to this interpretation, 
the statement: Negates seventy, does not mean the loss of all 
seventy days; rather, one forfeits all the days he counted beyond 
the first seventy. This is in accordance with the Rambam's Com- 
mentary on the Mishna, Kapah edition, which reads: Negates 
up to seventy. This is because he must eventually repeat all the 
days apart from the first seventy so that a full thirty days follow 
his shaving for the naziriteship for his son. The statement: Since 
shaving cannot be performed, is understood according to this 
explanation. 
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G E M ARA Rav said: The seventieth day" itself counts 

for here and for there, as the last of the 
seventy days of his term of naziriteship as well as the first day of 
the naziriteship for his son. The Gemara questions Rav’s statement. 
We learned in the mishna: If a son is born to him up to seventy, 
he has not lost anything. This seems to include the seventieth day as 
well. And if it enters your mind that it counts for here and for there, 
not only has he not lost anything, but he even gains a day, so why 
would the mishna state: He has not lost anything? The Gemara 
answers: Rather, by right the mishna should not have taught: Up 
to seventy he has not lost anything, since if the son is born on the 
seventieth day he actually gains, as stated above, but due to the fact 
that it is taught in the last clause of the mishna: After seventy 
it negates seventy, in which case he does lose, the tanna therefore 
teaches the first clause with the contrasting expression: Up to 
seventy he has not lost anything. 


The Gemara asks further: Come and hear a statement that contradicts 
Rav’s opinion from the last clause of the mishna: If the son is born 
after seventy days, it negates the first seventy days. If, as Rav stated, 
one day can count for both terms, then the final day of the thirty-day 
term for his son also counts toward his hundred-day term, meaning 
that there will be thirty days remaining for a full hair growth; in that 
case, why should he forfeit the first days? The Gemara answers this: 
What is the meaning of: After? It means after, after. The mishna is 
referring to the second day after the seventieth, the seventy-second 
day, so that there do not remain thirty days for his hair to grow. 


The Gemara asks: But according to this explanation, what would be 
the halakha if a son is born on the day that actually comes after the 
seventieth, the seventy-first day; so too, would Rav say that it does 
not negate the previous days, because he has thirty days remaining to 
grow his hair? If so, why does the tanna specifically teach: If he is 
born up to seventy he has not lost anything? The same would hold 
true even for a case where he was born on the day after seventy as 
well, as didn’t you say that it does not negate? Rather, one must 
learn from this that: After, means the actual day after, the seventy- 
first day, and likewise conclude that the mishna is difficult for Rav. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that the tanna of the 
mishna disagrees with Rav. 


§ The Gemara asks: And Ray, in accordance with whose opinion 
did he say his halakha? Since the tanna of the mishna disagrees with 
him, which tanna does he follow in ruling that one day may be counted 
for two different observances? If we say that he stated the ruling 
in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, as we learned in the 
Tosefta (Mo’ed Katan 2:9): With regard to one who buries his dead 
three days before a pilgrimage Festival," the rabbinic decree of 
seven days of mourning is voided for him, i.e., once the Festival 
begins, he no longer observes the prohibitions and customs of the first 
seven days of mourning. Since he has mourned for three days, the 
Festival voids the remainder of the seven days. 


The baraita continues: If he buried his dead eight days before a 
pilgrimage Festival, the rabbinic decree of the restrictions of 
thirty days’ of mourning is voided for him as well. Since he already 
observed one day of this type of mourning he need not complete the 
entire period, and it is therefore permitted for him to cut his hair on 
the eve of the pilgrimage Festival in honor of the Festival. But if 
he did not cut his hair on the eve of the pilgrimage Festival, it is 
prohibited for him to cut his hair after the pilgrimage Festival," until 
thirty days of mourning have passed. 


NOTES 


It is prohibited for him to cut his hair after the pilgrimage Fes- shown a lack of concern for the honor of the Festival by failing to 


tival -3 Diniy 330b VDK: This prohibition remains in effect until 
thirty days of mourning have passed. The reason is that since he has 


cut his hair to prepare for the Festival, his thirty days of mourning 
are not canceled entirely (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


The seventieth day - maw Di»: If a son is born to 
him on the seventieth day of his term of naziriteship, 
he observes the term of naziriteship for his son, fol- 
lowed by another thirty days for the completion of 
his standard term of naziriteship. According to the 
Radbaz, the Rambam holds that the seventieth day 
does not count for both terms, unlike the ruling of Rav 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:3). 


Three days before a pilgrimage Festival — aww 
oy DTP on»: If one buries his dead within seven 
days of one of the three pilgrimage Festivals, his 
seven days of mourning are canceled at the start 
of the Festival, even if he has mourned for only a 
single hour before the Festival. Furthermore, he is 
considered to have already observed seven days of 
mourning. The Festival itself counts as seven days 
oward the thirty days of mourning, even though he 
does not mourn on the Festival itself, and therefore 
he is required to complete only the remainder of 
he thirty days after the Festival. However, if he did 
not observe any mourning at all before the Festival, 
his mourning is not canceled, and he is considered 
ike one who buried his relative on the Festival itself. 
n that case the individual must observe the entire 
period of mourning after the conclusion of the Festi- 
val (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel1o:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 548:7 and Yoreh De‘a 399:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Seven days, thirty days — owe yaw: The first 
seven days after the death of a close relative are days 
of intense mourning during which the mourner is 
prohibited from leaving his home, performing work, 
sitting on a chair of normal height, washing himself 
for pleasure, wearing leather shoes, or engaging in 
sexual relations, among other prohibitions. The thirty- 
day period is one in which eulogies are recited for 
important people (see Deuteronomy 34:8). During 
this period, the mourner is not allowed to wear new 
clothes, cut his hair, partake in festivities, or marry, nor 
may he repair the garment he tore as a sign of mourn- 
ing. After thirty days, all mourning rites are concluded 
except those observed for the passing of a father or a 
mother. These mourning rites are not observed pub- 
licly on Shabbat, but Shabbat is counted as a day of 
mourning. Ifa Festival occurs during the seven days of 
mourning, the days come to an end when the Festival 
begins. Similarly, if a Festival occurs during the period 
between the end of the seven days of mourning and 
the end of the thirty days, the thirty-day period ends 
when the Festival begins. 
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NOTES 


That just as the mitzva of three, etc. - aww Mynv oww 
"131: Just as the Rabbis agree that one who has mourned 
or three days before the Festival is exempt from the seven 
days of mourning and may bathe on the Festival, or before 
he Festival according to one opinion, so too, the Festival 
voids his partially observed thirty days of mourning (Rosh). 
Tosafot note that Abba Shaul disagrees with the Rabbis on 
wo counts: First, he claims that the Festival voids the thirty 
days of mourning entirely, whether or not one cut his hair 
before the Festival; second, he holds that the seventh day 
counts for both periods. 


HALAKHA 

The mitzva of seven voids, etc. - 3) nbvan myav myn: 
If one buries his dead seven days before one of the three 
pilgrimage Festivals, Rosh HaShana or Yom Kippur, and 
observes mourning before the Festival, the Festival voids 
his thirty-day period of mourning. Even if his seventh day 
is the eve of the Festival, part of the day is considered like al 
of it, and it is therefore permitted for him to cut his hair and 
shower before the Festival begins. He is certainly allowed 
to cut his hair and shower after the Festival, in accordance 
with the opinion of Abba Shaul, since the halakha is to fol- 
low the lenient opinion with regard to mourning (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
548:8 and Yoreh De‘a 399:3). 


The mourning of seven days is by rabbinic law - mya 
p277 yIW: It is a positive mitzva by Torah law to mourn 
a relative on the day of death and burial. The rest of the 
mourning period is mandated by rabbinic law, though this 
is an ancient practice, dating back to Moses. This applies to 
the seven relatives listed by the Torah, which are a father, 
mother, son, daughter, brother, virgin sister, and spouse; 
with regard to other relatives, the entire mourning ritual 
is by rabbinic law (geonim; Rambam). Other early com- 
mentaries (Tosafot; Rosh) maintain that even the first day 
of mourning is by rabbinic law. The custom is not to mourn 
for any relative on the second Festival day of the Diaspora, 
and the Rema explains that this is in accordance with the 
opinion that even the first day of mourning is by rabbinic 
law (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 11; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 398:1, 399713). 
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Abba Shaul says: Even if he did not cut his hair before the pil- 
grimage Festival, it is permitted for him to cut his hair after the 

pilgrimage Festival. His reasoning is that just as the mitzva of 
three" voids the rabbinic decree of seven, as was taught before; so 

the mitzva of seven voids" the rabbinic decree of thirty. Since he 

completed the observance of the seven days of mourning before 

the Festival, he need not observe the thirty days of mourning. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale of Abba Shaul for his 
opinion that if he observed seven days of mourning before the 
Festival commenced the thirty-day mourning period is voided? 
Isn't it because he holds that the seventh day counts for here and 
there, i.e., the seventh day is considered both the end of the seven 
days and the start of the thirty days of mourning, so he had already 
begun observing his thirty days of mourning before the start of the 
Festival? This ruling may be the basis for the ruling of Rav. The 
Gemara rejects this: This does not support Rav, since perhaps 
Abba Shaul was saying his ruling that the same day counts for both 
here and there only with regard to the mourning of seven days, 
which is by rabbinic law," but with regard to a nazirite, whose 
obligation is by Torah law, he would not say so. 


Rather, Rav spoke in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: A woman who 
observes a clean day for each day’ she experiences a discharge is a 
woman who discharges blood for one or two days at a time when 
she does not expect her menstrual period. The case under discus- 
sion is one where she experienced a discharge for one day and they 
slaughtered a Paschal offering and sprinkled the blood for her on 
her second day, after she immersed in a ritual bath. At that point, 
it is unclear whether she will remain clean of discharges for the 
remainder of the day, in which case she is retroactively pure from 
the time she immersed and may eat the Paschal offering at night, 
or whether she will experience a discharge of blood during the day, 
in which case her immersion is retroactively invalid and she was 
impure the entire time. 


And after that, she saw blood, thereby retroactively clarifying that 
at the time the Paschal offering was slaughtered she was unfit to 
partake of it. The halakha is that she may not eat from the Paschal 
lamb due to her ritual impurity, but she is exempt from observing 
the second Pesah,” which is observed by those who did not sacrifice 
the Paschal offering on the first Pesah. The reason is that since she 
was pure when they slaughtered the Paschal offering on her behalf, 
she has fulfilled the obligation of the offering, despite the fact that 
she became impure and was unable to eat the offering. 


A woman who observes a clean day for each day - oY nyniw 


she experiences a discharge of uterine blood on three consecu- 


BACKGROUND 
halakhot pertaining to a full-fledged zava whenever they have 
even a slight discharge of uterine blood, and they count seven 
full clean days without discharge before immersing. 


tive days at a time when she does not expect her menstrual 


period. The biblical source is the phrase: “And if a woman have 
an issue of her blood many days not in the time of her impurity” 
(Leviticus 15:25). Nevertheless, as soon as she has even one 
discharge, she becomes ritually impure as a lesser zava and 
may not engage in sexual intercourse. By Torah law, she needs 
to wait until only one day has passed without any discharge of 
blood, observing a clean day for each day, in order to become 
pure. Even if she immerses in a ritual bath before the clean day 
is complete, if she does not experience a discharge for the rest 
of the day, she is considered retroactively pure from the time of 
her immersion. Today it is customary for women to follow all the 


Second Pesah — 3% nos: One who was ritually impure, on a 
distant journey, or failed to bring the Paschal offering at its 
proper time on the fourteenth of Nisan may compensate by 
bringing the offering on the fourteenth of lyyar. There is a 
tannaitic dispute as to whether one who was not obligated 
to bring a Paschal offering on the fourteenth of Nisan need 
sacrifice a Paschal offering on the fourteenth of lyyar. All the 
halakhot that apply to the sacrifice of the Paschal offering apply 
to the second Pesah, with one exception: There is no prohibi- 
tion against eating or possessing leaven on that day. However, 
leaven may not be eaten together with the offering itself. 
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The Gemara clarifies this: What is the rationale of Rabbi Yosei for 
his opinion that she is exempt from observing the second Pesah? 
Isn't it because he holds that the legal status of part of the day is 
like that of an entire day? Since she was pure for part of the day, it 
is considered as though she was pure the entire day. The Gemara 
rejects this: From where do you know that this is the rationale? 
Perhaps it is because Rabbi Yosei holds" that one becomes impure 
from now and onward. He holds that the impurity of a zava starts 
only from the moment she had a discharge of blood, but she is 
ritually pure up to that point, so she was ritually pure when they 
slaughtered the offering for her. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: And does Rabbi Yosei hold 
in accordance with this ruling that she is impure only from that 
moment onward? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: With regard 
to aman who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav] who 
has had two sightings of discharge, for whom they slaughtered a 
Paschal offering and sprinkled its blood on the seventh, and final, 
day of impurity, and similarly, with regard to a woman who 
observes a clean day for a day, for whom they slaughtered a 
Paschal offering and sprinkled its blood, and afterward they saw 
their respective discharges, although they render objects designed 
for lying and sitting impure retroactively," they are exempt from 
observing the second Pesah." This is proof that Rabbi Yosei holds 
that their ritual impurity applies retroactively, rather than from the 
moment of discharge onward. It must be that the reason why they 
are nevertheless exempt from observing the second Pesah is that 
part of the day is like the entire day, and the part of the day before 
they became impure, during which the blood of the Paschal offering 
was sprinkled for them, is considered a whole clean day. 


The Gemara responds to this attempted proof: What is the meaning 
of Rabbi Yosei’s statement that the ritual impurity applies retro- 
actively? It means that the ritual impurity applies retroactively by 
rabbinic law. However, by Torah law, the zav or zava is impure 
only from the time of the new sighting and onward. The Gemara 
adds: So too, it is reasonable that this is Rabbi Yosei’s opinion, as, 
ifit enters your mind that they become ritually impure retroactively 
by Torah law, why are they exempt from observing the second 
Pesah if by Torah law they were impure at the time the offering 
was slaughtered? 


The Gemara responds: This is no proof, since actually, I could 
say to you" that this retroactive impurity is by Torah law, and the 
reason they are exempt from observing the second Pesah is that the 
Sages permitted impurity of the deep of ziva. The halakha is that in 
the case of a Paschal offering, an unknown impurity of the dead, 
called the impurity of the deep, is permitted. In a case where one 
brought his offering and later became aware that he had contracted 
impurity from a corpse, if this source of impurity was unknown 
to everyone, he is not required to observe the second Pesah. The 
Gemara suggests that Rabbi Yosei may hold that the same halakha 
applies to the impurity of a zava as well: Since the owner of the 
offering was pure when it was brought and could not have known 
that she would become impure due to discharge later that day, it is 
similarly considered an impurity of the deep, and she has therefore 
fulfilled her obligation. 


§ The Gemara points out: And even Rabbi Oshaya holds that, 
according to Rabbi Yosei, the fact that a zav renders objects designed 
for sitting or lying impure retroactively is only by rabbinic law in 
this circumstance. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Oshaya 
says: In a case of one who sees gonorrhea-like discharge on his 
seventh clean day," this negates the clean days that preceded it and 
starts his seven days anew. And Rabbi Yohanan said to him that it 
should negate only its own day, i.e., he should require only one 
additional clean day. 


NOTES 


From where...perhaps it is because he holds, etc. - 
^D 320p7 own xan) pwd: Tosafot read the con- 
tinuation of the discussion as follows: Isn't it because 
he holds that part of the day is like the entire day, and 
she is impure only from now onward? They claim 
that the rule of: From now onward, cannot come 
into effect unless the principle of: Part of the day is 
like the entire day, is accepted as well, since only if 
she has become pure in the first part of the day can 
one say that the next discharge starts a new phase 
of ritual impurity. Therefore, in the following stage 
of the Gemara, when the Gemara attempts to posit 
that Rabbi Yosei holds that the impurity takes effect 
retroactively, this is a direct attack on the supposition 
that he holds that part of a day is like the entire day. 


Actually, | could say to you, etc. - È XK dhiyd 
^a: The conclusion of the discussion according to 
the version of the text brought here is that since Rabbi 
Yosei maintains that one renders objects impure ret- 
roactively, part of the day is therefore considered like 
all of it. According to Tosafot the opposite holds true: 
There is no evidence as to Rabbi Yosei’s opinion with 
regard to the issue of part of the day being like the 
entire day. 


HALAKHA 

They render objects designed for ying and iing 
"131: A zav or zava who has immersed on their seventh 
day should not come into contact with pure objects 
until the evening, because if they experience a dis- 
charge it will void their seven clean days and they will 
retroactively render impure any objects they lie or sit 
upon, but not earthenware vessels that they move, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 5:9). 


They are exempt from observing the second Pesah - 
nw MDS niwy prs: If a zav who saw two sight- 
ings of discharge immersed on his seventh day, the 
Paschal offering is slaughtered on his behalf and he 
may partake of it in the evening. If he had another 
discharge after the sprinkling of the blood, he is 
exempt from observing the second Pesah. Similarly, a 
woman observing a clean day for a day may immerse 
on that day, and the Paschal offering is slaughtered on 
her behalf for her to eat in the evening. If she saw a 
discharge after its blood was sprinkled, she is exempt 
from observing the second Pesah, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:3). 


One who sees gonorrhea-like discharge on his 
seventh clean day - bw saw at AKI: Ifa zav 
counted seven clean days and then experienced a 
discharge on the seventh day, it negates the entire 
period, and he must count another seven days. This 
applies even if the discharge occurred at the end 
of the seventh day, after his immersion. The mishna 
in tractate Zavim (1:2) rules likewise (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:1). 
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NOTES 


And as to Rabbi Yosei, now, he holds that the status of 
part of the day is like that of an entire day, etc. — Dian 
yoy $33 DIT nypa Tap "tn: Although the Gemara had 
concluded earlier that the reason for Rabbi Yosei’s ruling 
was not because he holds that the legal status of part of the 
day is like that of an entire day but because she becomes 
impure only from now onward, that answer is a forced one 
(Commentary on Nazir; Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, citing 
Rashi). However, according to the opinion of Tosafot that the 
principle that part of a day is like all of a day is consistent with 
the principle that she becomes impure from here onward, 
the Gemara's question here is readily understood (see Tosafot 
and Rabbeinu Peretz). 


A full-fledged zava - mwa 7: A full-fledged zava is a 
woman who has seen blood on three consecutive days, in 
which case she is required to observe seven clean days and 
bring an offering upon her purification. 


The other half of the day - xai made TPX: There are 
two explanations for this statement. One interpretation is 
that even Rabbi Yosei agrees that she is at least considered 
ritually impure for the rest of the day on which she saw blood. 
However, since the legal status of part of the day is like that 
of an entire day, if she were to discharge blood, for example, 
at noon for two consecutive days, the morning hours of the 
second day would be considered a clean day in between the 
days of impurity (Rosh). Other commentaries claim that since 
the legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, 
there is no difference between the beginning and the end 
of a day, and the hours until nightfall following her impurity 
would be viewed as a break between discharges (see Com- 
mentary on Nazir; Tosafot). Tosafot state that the different 
approaches result partly from alternative interpretations of 
the phrase: The other half of the day. 


Close to sunset - man moped aD: In other words, she 
was experiencing a discharge during the entire twilight, 
beginning just before sunset and continuing into the start of 
the night. If this occurs at the end of both the first and second 
days, the night of the third day is also included, and she is 
therefore impure for three days (Tosafot). The commentaries 
point out that in that case, the hours between the discharges 
cannot be viewed as a clean day, even if one holds that part 
of the day is like all of a day, since this principle applies only 
to the start of the day, or, according to some opinions, the 
end of a day as well. The middle of a day certainly cannot be 
considered like all of a day (see Meiri). 
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The Gemara expresses surprise: Whichever way you look at Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement, it is difficult. If this discharge negates clean 
days just as the case of a zav who had a discharge during his seven 
days, it should negate all his clean days, not only the last one. If it 
does not negate clean days, since it is not considered a discharge 
within his seven days but rather, as the first sighting of a new ziva, it 
should not negate any of it, and not even its own day. What, then, 
is the logic of Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling that it negates a single day? 
Rather, say instead that Rabbi Yohanan said as follows: It does not 
negate at all, and not even its own day, since this discharge is 
considered to be the first of a new series. 


And Rabbi Oshaya said to Rabbi Yohanan: Rabbi Yosei holds in 
accordance with your opinion, as he too says that in this case one 
becomes impure from now and onward, and any impurity after 
the start of the seventh day does not cause him to forfeit the previ- 
ous clean days. The Gemara analyzes Rabbi Oshaya’s statement: But 
didn’t Rabbi Yosei say that the impurity is retroactive, as stated 
above? Rather, Rabbi Oshaya must certainly hold as follows: What 
is the meaning of Rabbi Yosei’s ruling that he is impure retroac- 
tively? It means that he is rendered impure only by rabbinic law, 
but not by Torah law. 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to Rabbi Yosei’s state- 
ment: And as to Rabbi Yosei, now, he holds that the status of part 

of the day is like that of an entire day.’ How can you find a full- 
fledged zava" who brings an offering? Since she sees a discharge 

at the midpoint of the day, the other half of the day" counts for 
her as a full day of observing, as part of the day is considered to be 

like all of a day. The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that she 

continuously discharges blood for three days consecutively. And 

if you wish, say that she saw a discharge on three consecutive days 

close to sunset." In that case she is impure on each occasion at the 

end of one day and the beginning of the next, so that there was not 

any time to become pure on the following day so as to be included 

for her counting of a clean day corresponding to an impure one. 
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This chapter discussed the terminology used upon taking a vow of naziriteship, and 
highlighted how distinctions in the phrasing can render one vow binding and another 
invalid. If an individual declares his intention to become a nazirite and therefore 
will refrain from an item that is in fact not forbidden to a nazirite, his statement is 
treated as a standard vow of prohibition and not as a vow of naziriteship. His use of 
the phrase: I am hereby a nazirite, is understood to mean only that he is vowing that 
a particular item is forbidden to him. There are even circumstances in which one 
may take a vow of naziriteship with regard to wine and it will be interpreted as a 
standard vow of prohibition, if circumstances indicate that one was merely vowing 
that a particular glass of wine being offered to him would be forbidden to him. 


If one vows to become a nazirite on the condition that he does not accept all of the 
nazirite prohibitions, his condition is disregarded and he is a full-fledged nazirite. 
On the other hand, if he uttered a vow of naziriteship but believed that only some 
of its restrictions were applicable to him, either because of ignorance or due to an 
assumption that the Sages would grant him a dispensation because of his unique 
circumstances, the vow is considered to be in error and is entirely void. 


If an individual vows to become a nazirite and to bring the offerings of a nazirite, his 
vow obligates him to observe a term of naziriteship and to pay for the offerings of 
another nazirite. Should two people state such a vow, each may pay for the other’s 
offerings. If one vows to pay for the offerings of half a nazirite, his obligations are 
dependent upon the precise wording of his vow. He may be obligated to pay for half 
the offerings of a nazirite, or he might be obligated to pay for all of the offerings. In 
connection with this topic, the Gemara examines cases where an individual over- 
hears someone vowing to be a nazirite and adds: And I, or: And it is incumbent upon 
me. Such a person becomes a nazirite despite the brevity of his statement. 


If one vows to become a nazirite when he has a son, only the birth of a son causes 
his naziriteship to take effect. If he vows to accept naziriteship upon the birth of 
a child, his vow takes effect regardless of the baby’s gender, even if its genitalia 
make its gender indeterminate. However, the vow does not take effect if the baby is 
stillborn. 


If one utters multiple vows to observe overlapping naziriteship terms, the term 
about which he vowed first takes precedence, even if he needs to interrupt the term 
of another vow to observe his first vow. In such a situation the days of the term that 
was interrupted might count toward the completion of that term or they might not, 
depending on how many days remain at the time of the interruption. There are similar 
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halakhot that address cases in which a nazirite becomes ritually impure in the middle 
of one of his terms. 


In connection with the possibility of impurity negating the observed days of a 
naziriteship term, the Gemara examines related halakhot and concludes that if a 
nazirite first becomes leprous, and then contracts impurity from the dead while he 
is a leper, the days of his naziriteship term that he had previously observed are not 
negated. Similarly, his observance of the days of his term is not negated ifhe became 
impure after having finished his term but before having brought his offerings or 
shaved. 
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And if any man dies very suddenly beside him, and he defiles 
his consecrated head, he shall shave his head on the day of his 
purification, on the seventh day shall he shave it. And on the 
eighth day he shall bring two turtledoves, or two young pigeons, 
to the priest, to the door of the tent of meeting. And the priest 
shall prepare one for a sin-offering, and the other for a burnt- 
offering, and make atonement for him, for he sinned by the 
soul; and he shall sanctify his head on that day. And he shall 
consecrate to the Lord the days of his naziriteship, and he shall 
bring a lamb in its first year for a guilt-offering; but the first days 
shall be void because his consecration was ritually impure. 


(Numbers 6:9-12) 


This chapter addresses the issues that relate to the duration of the term of naziriteship 
and its precise end point. The main situations that require clarification are those 
that involve consecutive terms of naziriteship or when an individual's naziriteship is 
interrupted by his becoming ritually impure from contact with a corpse. 


Unless otherwise specified, the length of a term of naziriteship is a full thirty days. 
However, if the nazirite shaves his hair on the thirtieth day of his term, he has fulfilled 
his obligation. The reason for this is subject to an amoraic dispute appearing in the 
first chapter of this tractate. The present chapter tries to determine how the days are 
counted when one is observing two terms one after the other, in light of the different 
opinions in the first chapter. 


The Torah writes that if a nazirite comes into contact with a corpse, all the days he 
had observed until that point are negated, and he begins his naziriteship from the 
beginning after undergoing his purification process. This chapter discusses whether 
the entire term of naziriteship is negated if the individual becomes ritually impure 
on the last day of his term, before having shaved. Is he considered to be still within 
his term? Must he observe an additional term from the start? 


Another situation examined in this chapter is one where a person states a vow of 
naziriteship while he is ritually impure. Does the obligation take effect immediately? 
When does his counting begin? 


This chapter also discusses the halakha of one who takes a vow of naziriteship in one 
of the lands outside of Eretz Yisrael, which the Sages decreed are ritually impure. 
Finally, the Gemara considers a case where there are conflicting testimonies with 
regard to how long a naziriteship, or how many terms of naziriteship, one has vowed. 


Some of the issues discussed in this chapter have been partially addressed in earlier 
chapters. 
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MI S HNA One who said: I am hereby a nazirite,™" 


without specifying how long his term of 
naziriteship would last, shaves his hair on the thirty-first day after 
the start of his naziriteship, as an unspecified term of naziriteship 
lasts thirty days. And if he shaved on the thirtieth day, he has 
fulfilled his obligation. Ifhe explicitly said: I am hereby a nazirite 
for thirty days, then, ifhe shaved on the thirtieth day, he has not 
fulfilled his obligation. Since the naziriteship would have been for 
thirty days even without him stating: For thirty days, this addition 
is understood to indicate that he will observe naziriteship for a full 
thirty days. 


One who accepted two terms of naziriteship" shaves at the close 
of the first naziriteship on the thirty-first day, and at the close of 
the second term on the sixty-first day. Since his second term of 
naziriteship begins after shaving on the thirty-first day, the sixty- 
first day of the first term is the thirty-first day of his second term. 
And if he shaved for the first term on the thirtieth day, he shaves 
for the second term on the sixtieth day, which is the thirty-first 
day after the start of his second term of naziriteship. And if he 
shaved for the second term on day sixty less one, he has fulfilled 
his obligation, as this is the thirtieth day of his second term. 


And this testimony was attested to by Rabbi Pappeyas,’ who 
heard from his teachers with regard to one who vowed to 
observe two terms of naziriteship, that if he shaved for the first 
term on the thirtieth day, he shaves for the second term on the 
sixtieth day. And if he shaved for the second term on the day 
sixty less one, he has fulfilled his obligation, because the thirtieth 
day of the first term of naziriteship counts as part of his tally of 
the second term. 


One who said: I am hereby a nazirite, without further specifica- 
tion, if he became ritually impure through contact with a corpse 
on the thirtieth day™ of his term of naziriteship, it negates the 
entire tally, and he must start his naziriteship afresh. Rabbi Eliezer 
says: It negates only seven" days, which he must observe until his 
purification, after which he brings his offerings. If he said: I am 
hereby a nazirite for thirty days, and he became impure on the 
thirtieth day, everyone agrees that it negates the entire tally. Ifhe 
said: I am hereby a nazirite for one hundred days, if he became 
impure on the one hundredth day, it negates the entire tally. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: It negates only thirty days, and he observes 
the final thirty days again. If he became impure on the one hun- 
dred and first day" before bringing his offerings, it negates only 
thirty days, but does not negate all of the observed days. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: It negates only seven days. 


G E M ARA The mishna taught: One who said: I am 


hereby a nazirite, and became ritually 
impure on the thirtieth day, it negates the entire tally; Rabbi 
Eliezer says: It negates only seven. 


Rabbi Pappeyas - 5»39 '27: We know little about Rabbi 
Pappeyas beyond the fact that he offers firsthand testimony 
about the activities that took place during the Second Temple 
period. Almost every time he is quoted in the Mishna, Tosefta, 
and Babylonian Talmud his statements relate to the Temple 


PERSONALITIES 


and the Temple service. There is a Sage with the name Rabbi 
Pappeyas who is quoted in halakhic midrash as disagreeing 
with Rabbi Akiva, but it is likely another scholar with the same 
name, inasmuch as Rabbi Akiva's academy was established 
several generations after the destruction of the Second Temple. 


NOTES 
One who said | am hereby a nazirite — W3 Y7 VINY 1: 
There is a dispute between bar Padda and Rav Mattana 
with regard to the source for the halakha that an unspeci- 
fied naziriteship is for thirty days. The Gemara there (5a) 
cites this mishna and interprets it in accordance with both 
opinions. 


Became ritually impure on the thirtieth day — Dï x293 
myw: According to Rav Mattana’s opinion that a term 
of naziriteship lasts for thirty days, the previous days are 
voided by Torah law, and he must bring the offerings of 
ritually impurity. Bar Padda, who maintains that as a matter 
of Torah law a term of naziriteship consists of only twenty- 
nine days, explains that the previous days are negated 
due to a decree of the Sages, and he does not bring the 
offerings of ritually impurity (Tosafot). 


It negates only seven - 7vaw xx ‘ANID ivy: He is not con- 
sidered a ritually impure nazirite, who is required to bring 
certain offerings after his seven days of purification and 
to start his naziriteship afresh. According to Rav Mattana 
this is because the legal status of part of the day is like that 
of an entire day, and he had therefore already completed 
his thirty-day term before becoming impure. Bar Padda 
explains that Rabbi Eliezer holds that the Sages did not 
decree that naziriteship should be for thirty days in such a 
case, but rather left intact the Torah law that he is consid- 
ered to have completed his term after twenty-nine days. 


HALAKHA 
One who said | am hereby a nazirite — Y7 ANW 12 
‘ia: One who said: | am hereby a nazirite, shaves on the 
thirty- first day, and if he shaved on the thirtieth day he has 
fulfilled his obligation. However, if he said: | am hereby a 
nazirite for thirty days, he may shave only on the thirty-first 
day (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:1). 


One who accepted two terms of naziriteship - Wa% "3 
Dim w: One who vowed to undertake two terms of 
naziriteship shaves for the first term on the thirty-first day, 
and for the second on the sixty-first day. If he shaved for the 
first vow on the thirtieth day, he shaves for the second term 
on the sixtieth day. If, after having shaved on the thirtieth 
day, he shaved on the fifty-ninth day, he has fulfilled his 
obligation (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:2). 


Became ritually impure on the thirtieth day — Bi» x293 
awh: Even if a nazirite became ritually impure on the final 
day of his term, his entire tally is negated. He must bring 
the offerings of impurity and start counting his naziriteship 
anew, in accordance with the unattributed opinion in the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:3). 


Became impure on the one hundred and first day, etc. — 
131 INN) AN DW KAVI: If a nazirite became ritually impure 

after the final day of his term, the day on which he brings 

his offerings, only thirty days are negated. How should 

he proceed? After completing the purification process, 
he brings the offerings of impurity and shaves. He then 

observes thirty days of naziriteship in ritual purity. Then, he 

shaves again and brings the offerings of a regular nazirite. 
This is in accordance with the unattributed mishna. The 

Rambam holds that becoming impure on the one hundred 

and first day voids part of the naziriteship by Torah law, and 

he is therefore obligated in the offerings of impurity. Con- 
versely, Tosafot and the Rosh contend that it is a decree of 
the Sages, which means he does not bring the offerings of 
a ritually impure nazirite. The Likkutei Halakhot explains that 
in their opinion, he counts thirty days after his purification 

and brings the offerings of a regular nazirite (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:4). 
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NOTES 


Where he said that he accepts a full thirty days - 12%" 
pow: T [he Commentary on Nazir and Rabbeinu Peretz 
explain that this is a case where one explicitly said: A full 
thirty days. In such a case, he certainly may not shave 
before the completion of all thirty days. Tosafot hold that 
he merely said: A nazirite for thirty days. The addition of the 
amount of days is superfluous, as an unspecified nazirite- 
ship is for thirty days. Therefore, the use of the additional 
phrase: For thirty days, is viewed as if he said a full thirty 
days. 


Do not count as part of his tally — pyan pa b poy pr: The 
Rid writes that even though he is prohibited from shaving 
and drinking wine during this time, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, those days do not count as part 
of his naziriteship term. 


Offerings of impurity — mxraip jap: As detailed in the 
Torah (Numbers 6:10-12), a nazirite who becomes impure 
through contact with a corpse must bring three offerings 
after completing his purification process. They are two 
turtledoves, one as a sin-offering and one as a burnt- 
offering, and a sheep, brought as a guilt offering. These 
three offerings together are referred to as a korban tuma, 
the offerings of impurity. 


Do count as part of his tally, etc. — 151 pyan pa b poiy: The 
days of naziriteship he observed after having left the cem- 
etery and completing his purification process are included 
in his term of naziriteship. According to the unattributed 
opinion in the mishna, this applies even if it was only a 
single day. If he reenters the cemetery, he will have to bring 
the offerings of impurity. It does not mean that the days 
before reentering the cemetery will count toward the final 
tally of his term of naziriteship, since the subsequent ritual 
impurity negates all days previously counted (Tosafot). 

The Rambam has an entirely different opinion on this 
mishna. He holds that since the ritual impurity of the cem- 
etery is a lower level of impurity, which does not render a 
nazirite obligated to bring offerings or void the tally of the 
days he has counted, the mishna rules that if he reenters 
the cemetery after starting the observance of his nazirite- 
ship, the days he has observed in ritual purity are counted 
toward the final tally of his term of naziriteship. The clause: 
And he brings the offerings of impurity, is referring to one 
who became impure by a corpse, which obligates him to 
bring the offerings. In that case, the days counted before 
becoming impure would be negated. 


Not on the very day - 093 ja x: The early commentaries 
disagree over whether two full days of ritual purity are 
needed (Rambam), or if his partial observance of the sec- 
ond day is sufficient (Tosafot). 
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One who took a vow of naziriteship while in a cemetery — %2 
DPI MDa KT) Ww: If one vowed to be a nazirite while he 
was in a cemetery, and then stayed there for several days, this 
time does not count as part of the tally of his term of nazirite- 
ship. If he became ritually impure through one of the sources 
of ritual impurity for which a nazirite must shave and bring 
offerings, he does not shave or bring the offerings (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:8). 


Left the cemetery and entered it again — D332) x¥»: If one 
accepted naziriteship while in a cemetery and then left the 
cemetery, completed his purification process, and subsequently 
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The Gemara explains: Rabbi Eliezer holds that when anyone 
becomes ritually impure after the completion of his term of 
naziriteship, but before he brought his offerings, only seven days 
are negated, and the thirtieth day is after the completion of his 
term. The mishna then teaches that one who said: I am hereby a 
nazirite for thirty days, and became impure on the thirtieth 
day, it negates the entire tally. Rabbi Eliezer does not disagree 
in this case, since it is an instance where he explicitly said that he 
accepts naziriteship on himself for a full thirty days," and his ritual 
impurity therefore occurs during his naziriteship period. 


The mishna also taught that if one said: Iam hereby a nazirite for 
one hundred days, and he became impure on the one hundredth 
day, it negates the entire tally. Rabbi Eliezer says it negates 
only thirty. And this entire mishna should be explained as we 
discussed it, in accordance with the opinions of bar Padda and 


Rav Mattana earlier (sa—6b). 
MI S H N A One who tooka vow of naziriteship while 
in a cemetery," even if he was there for a 
full thirty days without leaving, those days he spent in the ceme- 
tery do not count as part of his tally," since his naziriteship has 
not yet gone into effect. And he therefore does not bring the 
three offerings of impurity," brought by a nazirite when rendered 
ritually impure by contact with a corpse, despite having been in 
a cemetery. If he left the cemetery and entered it again,” those 
days do count as part of his tally,” meaning the naziriteship takes 
effect, and he does bring the offerings of impurity for reentering 
the cemetery. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: This halakha does not apply to one who 
entered the cemetery on the very day’ that he left it, as it is stated 
with regard to the halakhot of a ritually impure nazirite: “But the 
first days shall be void” (Numbers 6:12), which indicates that he 
does not bring the offerings until he will have “first days”" of 
purity, during which he observed his naziriteship. 


G E M ARA It was stated that the amora’im disagree 


with regard to one who vowed to be a 
nazirite while in a cemetery. Rabbi Yohanan said: Naziriteship 
takes effect for him," and Reish Lakish said: Naziriteship does 
not take effect for him. The Gemara clarifies their respective 
opinions: Rabbi Yohanan, who said naziriteship takes effect for 
him, holds that from the moment he accepts naziriteship upon 
himself it is pending, so that when it is found that he is in a state 
of ritual purity it takes immediate effect. The vow registers from 
when he states it, but it cannot take effect in practice as long as he 
stands in a ritually impure location. And Reish Lakish said that 
naziriteship does not take effect for him at all. Consequently, if 
he again said after leaving the cemetery that he accepts a vow of 
naziriteship, it takes effect for him; but if he does not repeat his 
vow, he is not a nazirite. 


HALAKHA 


observed several days of his naziriteship, those days he counted 
in ritual purity do count as part of his tally. If he then became 
ritually impure by an impurity that causes the negation of his 
previous days of naziriteship and renders him obligated to 
bring the offerings of impurity, his days of purity are negated 
and he must shave and bring the offerings of impurity, as 
explained by the Gemara below (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 6:10). 


Until he will have first days — Dniwx oa? b ww TY: Ifa 


nazirite became ritually impure on the first or second day of his 
term of naziriteship, the tally of those days is not negated. After 


completing his purification process and bringing the offerings 
of impurity, he continues to count from where he paused. If 
he became ritually impure on the third day or later, the days 
he observed are negated, and he must bring the offerings of 
impurity. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
as no one disagrees with him in this matter (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:6). 


Naziriteship takes effect for him - voy abn mya: If one was 
in a cemetery and vowed to be a nazirite, the naziriteship 
takes effect, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:8). 
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Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish 
from the mishna: One who took a vow of naziriteship while in a 
cemetery, even ifhe was there for a full thirty days without leaving, 
those days he spent in the cemetery do not count as part of the 
tally, since his naziriteship has not yet gone into effect. And he 
therefore does not bring the offerings of impurity despite having 
been in a cemetery. Rabbi Yohanan infers from this: It is the offer- 
ings of impurity that he does not bring, but as far as the issue of 
the naziriteship taking effect, it does take effect for him. Reish 
Lakish said to him: It means he is not included in the law of pro- 
hibited ritual impurity, and therefore he is not included in the law 
of the offerings. He is not a nazirite at all. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish 
from what was taught in a baraita (Tosefta 2:14): One who was 
impure and took a vow of naziriteship™" must still observe the 
halakhot of a nazirite: He is prohibited from shaving, and from 
drinking wine, and from becoming impure from a corpse. And 
if he shaved, or if he drank wine, or if he became impure from 
a corpse, he incurs [sofeg]' the forty lashes administered to one 
who actively transgresses a negative Torah prohibition. Rabbi 
Yohanan asks: Granted, if you say that naziriteship takes effect 
despite his ritual impurity, that is the reason that he incurs the 
forty lashes, similar to any nazirite who transgresses the prohibi- 
tions of naziriteship. But if you say the naziriteship does not take 
effect while he is ritually impure, why does he incur the forty 
lashes? 


Reish Lakish responded: With what are we dealing here in this 
baraita? With one who left and entered, meaning that after having 
left the cemetery and purifying himself, he then vowed again to be 
a nazirite and subsequently reentered the cemetery. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised another objection to Reish Lakish’s epinion 
from a different source: The difference between a ritually impure" 
person who took a vow of naziriteship and a ritually pure nazirite 
who became impure is only the following halakha: If a ritually 
impure person took a vow of naziriteship, his seventh day of 
purification counts as part of his tally" of his term of naziriteship, 
since he starts counting his term of naziriteship as soon as he 
becomes pure. But with regard to a ritually pure nazirite who 
became impure, his seventh day of purification does not count as 
part of his tally. Rather, he starts counting his days of naziriteship 
from the following day, which is the day on which he brings his 
offerings. And if it enters your mind that a vow of naziriteship 
stated while ritually impure does not take effect, why does the 
baraita state that the seventh day counts as part of his tally, indi- 
cating that the naziriteship takes effect without a need for him to 
restate his vow? 


As a result of this question, the Gemara offers a different interpreta- 
tion of their dispute. Mar bar Rav Ashi said: The dispute between 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish is not as stated above. With regard 
to the question of the vow of naziriteship taking effect, everyone 
agrees that it takes effect from the moment of his acceptance of 
naziriteship, even if he was in the cemetery. Rather, when they 
disagree it is with regard to being flogged," as follows: Rabbi 
Yohanan holds that since the vow takes effect, he is therefore 
flogged for becoming impure, and Reish Lakish holds that he is 
not flogged for becoming impure, but the vow does take effect 
with regard to the prohibitions of naziriteship. 
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NOTES 


One who was impure and took a vow of naziriteship - 2 
W kav TT: The early commentaries prove from here 
that there is no difference between one who vowed to be 
a nazirite while in a cemetery and one who did so while in 
a state of ritual impurity from a corpse, as the Gemara is 
attempting to bring a proof from one to the other. 


HALAKHA 


One who was impure and took a vow of naziriteship — "2 
W NAY MAW: If one took a vow of naziriteship while he 
was ritually impure from a corpse, the naziriteship takes 
effect. Therefore, if he became impure again, drank wine, or 
shaved, he is liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Incurs [sofeg] - 390: From the Greek omoyyog, spongos, 
meaning sponge. The word sefog, from the root shin, fey, 
gimmel, meant something that absorbs liquids, and was 
later extended to refer to anything that can absorb some- 
thing else, whether to absorb financially or, in this case, to 
absorb the impact of the flogging. 


HALAKHA 


The difference between a ritually impure, etc. - pa px 
13) wav: If one took a vow of naziriteship while ritually 
impure, the seventh day of his purification process counts 
as part of the tally of his term of naziriteship. However, a 
ritually pure nazirite who became impure starts his count- 
ing only from the eighth day (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 6:7). 


NOTES 


His seventh day counts as part of his tally — bw wae 
b mhiy: Since he does not have to bring an offering onthe 
eighth day, the legal status of part of the seventh day is 
like a that of full day, and he can therefore begin counting 
his naziriteship from the seventh day of his purification 
(Commentary on Nazir). Although he does not become 
completely ritually pure until sunset, the ritual impurity of 
one who has already immersed himself is weak and does 
not prevent his naziriteship from taking effect (Tosafot). 


When they disagree is with regard to being flogged - 5 
mond whe: Most commentaries hold that the disagree- 
ment between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish is only 
with regard to whether a nazirite is flogged for becoming 
ritually impure from a corpse, and Reish Lakish agrees that 
a nazirite is flogged if he shaved or drank wine (Josafot; 
Rosh). Some suggest that according to Reish Lakish the 
naziriteship only takes effect by rabbinic decree, and he 
would not be flogged for violating any of the prohibitions. 
However, the corresponding discussion in tractate Nedarim 
indicates that this opinion is incorrect (Rabbeinu Peretz; 
Rabbeinu Todros). 
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NOTES 


With regard to shaving, this and that are equal - niany 
Pw mn m: The Commentary on Nazir understands this to be 
saying that just as a nazirite who became ritually impure must 
shave his hair on the seventh day of his purification process, so 
too one who took a vow of naziriteship while ritually impure 
must shave on the seventh day of his purification process 
before reaccepting his naziriteship. Although the Gemara later 
proves that this is not so, the Gemara here is not concerned 
with that proof, since this explanation of Reish Lakish is entirely 
discounted anyway (Tosafot). 

Alternatively, this means that is they are both liable to 
receive lashes if they shave during their days of ritual impurity. 
Tosafot question this explanation because then the baraita 
should have mentioned that they are equal with regard to 
being flogged for drinking wine as well. The Rosh answers that 
shaving is merely an example of a nazirite prohibition, and the 
baraita means that they are equal with regard to being subject 
to being flogged for drinking wine as well. 


Speaking of his remedy, etc. - 131 ya KP Pmp: The 
baraita is discussing the conditions that will enable his nazirite- 
ship to take effect, rather than the transgressions that render 
the nazirite liable to receive lashes (Commentary on Nazir). 
Tosafot explain that the phrase: His remedy, is referring to one 
who became ritually impure unwittingly, whereas the phrase: 
Detrimental to him, is referring to one who became ritually 
impure purposefully, and is therefore liable to receive lashes. 
The Rosh states that this baraita does not discuss transgres- 
sions, but rather the fulfillment of the mitzvot of naziriteship 
in their proper manner. 


A conclusive refutation - xmavn: The Gemara cannot answer, 
as it did before, that the baraita is discussing one who left the 
cemetery and reentered, because this baraita mentions both 
ritual impurity and shaving, and according to Mar bar Rav Ashi, 
even Reish Lakish agrees that one who shaved or drank wine 
before leaving the cemetery is flogged (Tosafot). 


Is it necessary that his exit be delayed to be liable to receive 
lashes — ipod magg va: The Gemara is suggesting that one 
who becomes a nazirite while in a cemetery will be flogged 
only if he stays in place for as long as it takes to prostrate 
oneself, as is the halakha with regard to one who became 
ritually impure while in the Temple. The Meiri theorizes that the 
time requirement discussed in this case may differ from that 
of impurity in the Temple. Josafot similarly suggest that the 
relevant period of time here may be the time it takes to leave 
and reenter the cemetery (Shevuot 17a). The reason for the 
comparison between the two cases is that in both situations 
contracting impurity occurs after one has entered a state or 
place of purity, either by vowing to be a nazirite or by physically 
entering the Temple, as will become clear from the conclusion 
of the Gemara here. It is therefore reasonable to assume that 
the nazirite should also be granted sufficient time to leave the 
cemetery before he is liable to receive lashes. 
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According to this version of the dispute as well, Rabbi Yohanan 
raised an objection to Reish Lakish from the mishna, which 
states: One who took a vow of naziriteship while in a cemetery, 
even if he was there for a full thirty days without leaving, those 
days he spent in the cemetery do not count as part of his tally, 
since his naziriteship has not yet gone into effect. And he there- 
fore does not bring the offerings of impurity, despite having 
been in a cemetery. Rabbi Yohanan infers from this: It is the 
offerings of impurity that he does not bring, but he is flogged 
for contracting impurity, which is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Reish Lakish. 


The Gemara answers: This inference is not correct, as by right the 
mishna should teach: He is not flogged, but due to the fact that 
the tanna wants to teach the latter clause of the mishna, which 
states: Ifhe left the cemetery and entered it again, those days do 
count as part of his tally, meaning the naziriteship takes effect, 
and he does bring the offerings of impurity for reentering the 
cemetery, the tanna therefore taught a similar phrasing in the first 
clause of the mishna: He does not bring the offerings of impu- 
rity, so this should not be seen as an indication that he is not 
flogged. 


The Gemara suggests another proofin support of Rabbi Yohanan’s 

opinion. Come and hear a proof from another baraita: The dif- 
ference between an impure person who took a vow of nazirite- 
ship and a pure nazirite who became impure is only the follow- 
ing halakha: That in the case of an impure person who took a 

vow of naziriteship, his seventh day of purification counts as part 

of his tally of the term of naziriteship. But in the case of a pure 

nazirite who became impure, his seventh day of purification 

does not count as part of his tally. The Gemara infers: But with 

regard to flogging, this nazirite and that nazirite are equal. Reish 

Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: This is not a correct inference; 

rather, it is with regard to shaving on the seventh day of purifi- 
cation that this nazirite and that nazirite are equal,’ since even a 

ritually impure person who tooka vow of naziriteship must shave 

on that day. 


The Gemara asks: But in that case, according to Reish Lakish, 
what is the halakha with regard to flogging? This nazirite is 
flogged, and that nazirite, who was ritually impure when he 
vowed, is not flogged? If so, let him teach this difference as 
well; why does the baraita state that there is only one difference 
between them? The Gemara answers: This baraita is speaking of 
his remedy;" it is not speaking of a matter that is detrimental to 
him. Consequently the baraita does not discuss a nazirite’s pun- 
ishments and discusses only the means by which he can resume 
his observance of naziriteship. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a proof from that 
which is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 2:14): One who was ritually 
impure and took a vow of naziriteship must still observe the 
halakhot of a nazirite. He is prohibited from shaving and from 
drinking wine. And if he shaved, or if he drank wine, or if he 
became ritually impure from a corpse, he incurs the forty 
lashes administered to one who actively transgresses a negative 
Torah prohibition. The Gemara concludes: This is a conclusive 
refutation’ of the opinion of Reish Lakish, as explained by Mar 
bar Rav Ashi. 


§) After concluding that one who takes a vow of naziriteship while 
in a cemetery is liable to receive lashes, Rava asks: What is the 
halakha if one took a vow to be a nazirite while standing in a 
cemetery: Is it necessary that his exit from the cemetery be 
delayed for a specific period of time for him to become liable to 
receive lashes," just as one who becomes ritually impure while in 
the Temple is receives lashes only ifhe remains there for a specific 
period of time, or is it not necessary? 
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The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances in which this 
question is relevant? If we say that they said to him in warning: 
Do not take a vow of naziriteship in the cemetery, and he ignored 
their warning and took a vow of naziriteship, why do I need him to 
delay his exit? What is the reason that one who was already a 
nazirite when he entered a cemetery does not need to delay his 
exit in order to be liable to receive lashes? Because they warn him 
not to enter, and if he enters he has transgressed a prohibition and 
is flogged. Here too, they warn him not to take the vow, and he 
should therefore be liable to receive lashes if he does take the vow. 


Rather, Rava’s question should be understood to refer to a case 
where one entered the cemetery in a chest, box, or cabinet,’ i.e., 
in large wooden containers that do not contract ritual impurity. 
One can enter a cemetery in such a container without becoming 
impure. If one was carried into a cemetery inside one of these 
containers, then took a vow of naziriteship, and another came 
and removed" the top [ma‘aziva]: from above him," he would 
become ritually impure by virtue of being in the cemetery. 


If he was then warned to leave the cemetery, the question is as 
follows: When we learned" by tradition that one is liable to receive 
lashes for delaying his exit, does that apply only to the Temple, 
but outside the Temple, such as when a nazirite is in a cemetery, 
does the halakha not apply, so that he is liable to receive lashes even 
if he did not delay his exit? Or perhaps it is not different, and 
a nazirite in a cemetery is flogged only if he remains there for a 
specific period of time. The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: If one took a vow of naziriteship 
while in a cemetery, is he required to shave upon becoming 
ritually pure, before starting his term of naziriteship, or not? The 
Gemara explains the two sides of the question: When a ritually 
impure nazirite is required to shave before starting his tally, does 
that refer only to a ritually pure nazirite who became impure, 
who has defiled his naziriteship? But a ritually impure person 
who only took a vow of naziriteship, and whose naziriteship has 
not yet begun, is he not obligated to shave? Or perhaps it is not 
different. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 
One who took a vow of naziriteship while in a cemetery, even if 
he was there for a full thirty days without leaving, those days he 
spent in the cemetery do not count as part of his tally, since his 
naziriteship has not yet gone into effect, and he therefore does not 
bring the offerings of impurity. The Gemara infers from this: It 
is the offerings of impurity that he does not bring, but he is 
required to shave. The Gemara rejects this proof: It is possible that 
the mishna is saying: What is the reason, as follows: What is the 
reason that he does not bring the offerings ofimpurity? Because 
he does not require shaving. This indicates that the naziriteship 
has not yet begun, therefore, he does not bring the offerings either. 


HALAKHA 


BACKGROUND 


Chest [shidda], box [teiva], or cabinet [migdal] - nw 
Saya mn: The difference between these terms is not 
clarified by the early commentaries. Based on the few 
sources that do explain them, it seems that the teiva 
was a simple box with a covering or a door on the top. 
The shidda, however, was more complex, with several 
drawers. The migdal, apparently similar to what is now 
called a cabinet, was a box whose height was greater 
than its width with doors on its front. 


NOTES 


And another came and removed - y9 Yan x: This 
deals only with one who became ritually impure forcibly, 
through the actions of another. If the nazirite removed the 
cover himself, or asked another to do so, and was warned 
against it, he is certainly liable to receive lashes even if 
he does not delay his exit from the cemetery (Josafot). 


Removed the top [ma‘aziva] from above him — y9 
maya voyn: Many question the precise scenario 
described in the Gemara, as being in an uncovered box 
inside a cemetery does not cause one to become ritually 
impure. Therefore, some commentaries explain that the 
word ma aziva is referring to opening the bottom of the 
box, which causes the ritual impurity of the cemetery 
to penetrate from below (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar; 
Rosh). Others explain that the cover was removed when 
both he and the box were inside an enclosure together 
with a corpse, which would render him ritually impure. 
However, some commentaries maintain that it means 
he removed the cover from a grave while the box was 
within a handbreadth of it, rendering the occupant of the 
box ritually impure (see Nushaot HaRivan and Rashash). 


LANGUAGE 
Top [ma‘aziva] - 721: The word maaziva usually refers 
to the portion of material in the roof used to seal the 
holes in the roofing and to seal the room against rain. 
In the days of the Talmud, the ma‘aziva was made of a 
combination of fine reeds and mud. 

With regard to the source of the word, some contend 
that its meaning is connected to fixing and assistance. 
Here the meaning was expanded to include an upper 
covering for other objects as well. 


Removed the top from above him - nanya voyn yop: Ifa 
nazirite entered a cemetery in a chest, box, or cabinet, and 
another came and removed the top so that the nazirite became 
ritually impure, he is not liable to receive lashes even if he delays 
his exit from the cemetery. The Ra’avad disagrees, and holds that 
the Gemara’s dilemma only concerns the issue of whether or 


not he must delay his exit in order to be liable to receive lashes, 


and one who does delay his exit is certainly flogged. The Radbaz 


suggests that when the Rambam rules that he is not flogged, 


he is referring to a case where the nazirite was not warned 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:9; see 5:18). 


When we learned, etc. — 3) 323 3: If a nazirite unwittingly 
entered a cemetery or a room with a corpse, and after realizing 


where he was, he was warned that he was in violation of a Torah 
prohibition by remaining there, if he remains in the place he is 
liable to receive lashes. This applies only if he delayed his exit 
long enough to prostrate himself, similar to the halakha of a 
person who becomes ritually impure in the Temple (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:19). 
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HALAKHA 

His days of confirmed leprosy, etc. - 151 ion yay: If a 
nazirite became a confirmed leper, none of his days as a 
leper, nor the seven days he must count after his purifica- 
tion, are included in his term of naziriteship. However, the 
period when he is quarantined in order to determine if 
he is a leper does count toward his term (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:9). 


NOTES 


With regard to his days of confirmed leprosy, which do 
not negate the previous days — Nx Sean igy ion Baba 
pantip: The Gemara is referring to one who undertook a 
engthy term of naziriteship. He continues to count the 
remaining days of his term even after having shaved due 
o his leprosy (Commentary on Nazir). If it was a regular 
erm of naziriteship, he would be required to remain a 
nazirite for long enough to complete thirty days of hair 
growth after shaving. The early commentaries note that 
he halakha that his days of confirmed leprosy do not 
negate his previous days of naziriteship, which is stated 
as obvious here, is derived by the Gemara below (44a) 
rom a verse, which teaches that only the ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse negates his previous days; no other 
ind of ritual impurity does so (Tosafot). 


Just as a nazirite who was in the grave — aa 13 7121: 

The reason why the Gemara tries to derive the halakha 
rom the unusual case of one who takes a vow of nazirite- 
ship while in a cemetery is because in a regular case of 
a ritually impure nazirite, his shaving serves to negate 
he previous days and therefore it cannot be a source for 
he halakha of a nazirite who became a confirmed leper. 
By contrast, the shaving of a nazirite who took his vow 
in a cemetery enables him to observe his naziriteship in 
ritual purity, and still his days before becoming purified 

do not count as part of his tally. This can serve as a source 
to teach that his days as a leper, in which the shaving 
that he does is not related to his naziriteship, should like- 
wise not be counted as part of his term of naziriteship 
(Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear a proof from 
another baraita: The difference between a ritually impure person 
who took a vow of naziriteship and a ritually pure nazirite who 
became impure is only the following halakha: With regard to an 
impure person who took a vow of naziriteship, his seventh day of 
purification counts as part of his tally of the term of naziriteship, 
but with regard to a pure nazirite who became impure, his seventh 
day of purification does not count as part of his tally. The Gemara 
infers: What, is it not so that with regard to shaving, this and that 
are equal, and he must shave in either case? The Gemara rejects 
this: No, there is a different inference: It is with regard to flogging 
that this and that are equal, but one who took a vow of naziriteship 
while in a cemetery does not have to shave. 


The Gemara questions this answer: But what is the halakha con- 
cerning shaving? Does this one, who became ritually impure, shave, 
and that one, who vowed while in a cemetery, not shave? If so, let 
him teach this difference as well. The Gemara answers: The tanna 
taught: His seventh day, and all matters relevant to it, including 
the halakha of shaving. Once it says that the seventh day is part of 
the tally of the ritually impure nazirite who became pure, it can be 
inferred that he does not bring the offerings of impurity on the 
eighth day, and therefore he does not shave on the seventh day. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a proof from the 
following baraita: I have derived only that a nazirite’s days of ritual 
impurity do not count as part of his tally; from where do I derive 
that his days of confirmed leprosy," in a case where a nazirite 
became a leper during his term, do not count toward his tally of 
naziriteship? And it would seem that by right it should be so: Just 
as at the end of his days of ritual impurity the nazirite shaves 
and brings offerings, so too at the end of his days of confirmed 
leprosy the halakha is that he shaves and brings offerings for his 
leprosy. And this comparison can be extended: Just as the days of 
his ritual impurity do not count as part of his tally, so too his days 
of confirmed leprosy do not count as part of his tally. 


The baraita continues: No, if you say so with regard to his days of 
ritual impurity, in that case it is because with them, the previous 

days of his naziriteship observed in ritual purity are negated. There- 
fore, those days do not count as part of his tally. But will you say 
the same with regard to his days of confirmed leprosy, which do 

not negate the previous days?" If thirty days, enough time for his 

hair to regrow, remain in his term of naziriteship after becoming 
purified from his leprosy, the days before he contracted leprosy are 

not negated. It is therefore possible to argue that they do count as 

part of his tally. 


The baraita continues: But you can say that just as with regard to a 
nazirite who was in the grave," i.e., a cemetery, whose hair is fit 
for shaving, those days spent in the cemetery do not count as part 
of his tally, his days of confirmed leprosy, which are not fit for 
counting as part of the tally required for the shaving, since he must 
first shave as part of the purification process for his leprosy, is it not 
all the more so that they do not count as part of his tally? This 
concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara now attempts to prove from the baraita that one who 
took a vow of naziriteship while in a cemetery must shave at the 
close of his process of purification: What, is it not so that when the 
baraita mentions shaving, it is referring to the shaving of impurity, 
and it is teaching that one who took a vow of naziriteship in a ceme- 
tery must shave at the end of his purification process? The Gemara 
rejects this: No, it is referring to the shaving of purity, meaning 
the shaving done after one completes his term of naziriteship. He 
then will shave all of his hair, including that which grew during 
the time he was ritually impure due to his presence in the cemetery. 
The Gemara adds: So, too, it is reasonable to say that this is the 
correct interpretation, 
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as if it enters your mind to say that the baraita is discussing the 
shaving done as a result of the nazirite’s impurity, and contrasts a 
nazirite with a leper, do the end of a leper’s days of confirmed 
leprosy not require shaving? A leper must shave when he is purified 
from his condition, so how can he be described as unfit for shaving? 
Rather, the baraita must be referring to the nazirite’s shaving of 
purity, as suggested above (17b). The Gemara rejects this: No, it 
could be that the baraita is discussing the shaving done as a result 
of the nazirite’s impurity, and when it states that a leper is unfit for 
shaving, the baraita is teaching about the shaving of naziriteship, 
and the baraita is stating that a leper is unfit for any shaving of a 
nazirite, since he must first shave for his leprosy. 


The Gemara suggests another proof to answer the question of 
whether one who vows naziriteship while in a cemetery must shave 
upon undergoing purification. Come and hear a baraita: The verse 
states: “And he defiles his consecrated head, he shall shave his head 
on the day of his purification, on the seventh day shall he shave it” 
(Numbers 6:9). The baraita explains: The verse is speaking of a 
ritually pure nazirite who became impure," who requires hair 
removal and the bringing of birds as offerings. And this verse 
comes to exempt a nazirite who vowed while in the grave," i.e., a 
cemetery, that he does not require hair removal and the bringing 


of birds. 


The baraita continues its analysis of this halakha. For one might 
have explained differently: And are these matters, the ruling that 
such a nazirite is exempt, not inferred with an a fortiori inference 
to reach the opposite conclusion: Just as a nazirite who was pure 
from the outset and who subsequently became impure requires 
hair removal and the bringing of birds, if one was impure from 
the outset, as he took a vow of naziriteship while in a cemetery, is 
it not logical that he should require hair removal and the bringing 
of birds? 


Therefore the verse states: “And he defiles his consecrated head,” 
indicating that the verse speaks only of one who was a pure nazirite 

and later became impure, and that only he requires hair removal 

and the bringing of birds. And the verse serves to exempt the 

nazirite who vowed while in a place of a grave, who was ritually 
impure from the outset. The Gemara concludes: Learn from this 

that a nazirite who was ritually impure from the outset does not have 

to shave; this answers the question of Rav Ashi. 


§ After resolving the question, the Gemara discusses additional 
halakhot involving a ritually impure person who took a vow of 
naziriteship. Who is the tanna who taught this baraita that the 
Sages taught in the previous discussion: The difference between 
an impure person who took a vow of naziriteship’ and a pure 
nazirite who became ritually impure is only the following halakha: 
That with regard to an impure person who took a vow of nazirite- 
ship, his seventh day of purification counts" as part of his tally of 
the term of naziriteship. But with regard to a pure nazirite who 
became impure, his seventh day of purification does not count as 
part of his tally. 


Rav Hisda said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said: Naziriteship of purity takes effect only from 
the eighth day. When a nazirite becomes impure during his term, 
he begins to count his term of observing naziriteship in purity only 
on the day following his purification. For if you say it follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t he say that 
the naziriteship of purity takes effect from the seventh day of his 
purification process? 


HALAKHA 


The verse is speaking of a ritually pure nazirite who 
became impure - 27a 3027 KAVY inva: If a nazirite 
became ritually impure through contact with a corpse, 
whether intentionally, unwittingly, or even against his will, 
all of his previous days of naziriteship are negated. He must 
perform the shaving of ritual impurity and bring the offer- 
ings of impurity before he starts counting his naziriteship 
anew (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:3). 


To exempt a nazirite who vowed while in the grave — 
Tapa VT nN qiva: If a person took a vow of naziriteship 
while in a cemetery and became ritually impure there, he 
does not shave or bring the offerings of impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:8). 


His seventh day counts, etc. - ^3) b aby bw wa: If 
one vowed to be a nazirite while in a state of ritual impurity, 
once he has received the sprinkling of the ashes of the red 
heifer and has immersed himself on the seventh day, that 
day counts as the first day of his naziriteship term. However, 
a ritually pure nazirite who contracted impurity only begins 
counting anew from the eighth day of his purification pro- 
cess. The halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi when he 
has a dispute with his colleagues (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:7). 


NOTES 


The difference between an impure person who took a 
vow of naziriteship, etc. — 131 mW KAY pa px: Although 
there are other significant differences between them, since 
a nazirite who became impure must shave and bring offer- 
ings while an impure person who took a vow of naziriteship 
does not need to do so, by stating that the seventh day 
counts toward the tally for one who was ritually impure 
from the outset, the tanna indicates that he is also exempt 
from shaving and from bringing the offerings, as explained 
in the Gemara earlier (17b). 
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The Gemara clarifies: What is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi, and what is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Yehuda, that Rav Hisda referred to? As it is taught in a baraita: The 

verse states with regard to a ritually impure nazirite who underwent 

the purification rite: “And he shall sanctify his head on that day” 
(Numbers 6:11). This means that he renews the sanctity ofhis hair 

growth, i.e., begin observing his naziriteship in purity, on the day 

of the bringing of his offerings, the eighth day of his purification. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei, son 

of Rabbi Yehuda, says: This means that he renews the sanctity 

of his hair growth on the day of his shaving, the seventh day of 
his purification. 


Q The Gemara cites a related halakha: And that which we learned 
in a mishna (Karetot 9a): If a nazirite became impure by con- 
tracting many consecutive impurities," he brings only one set of 
offerings. Who taught that? Rav Hisda said: It is Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, who said the naziriteship of purity takes 
effect from the seventh day of his purification process. And you 
find this, that he contracts ritual impurity several times consecu- 
tively, in a case where he became ritually impure on the seventh 
day and, after undergoing the purification process, again became 
ritually impure on the seventh day. And whose opinion is it? It is 
that of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. Since the appropriate 
time to bring an offering had not yet arrived, as all agree that his 
offerings are only brought on the eighth day, if he became ritually 
impure a second time he is obligated to bring only one set of 
offerings. 


For if you say it follows the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
how can this mishna be explained? If it deals with a nazirite who 
became ritually impure on the seventh day, and, after undergoing 
the purification process, again became ritually impure on the 
seventh day, and, after undergoing the purification process, again 
became ritually impure on the seventh day, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
would hold that all these impurities are in fact one long ritual 
impurity, because he never reached the eighth day, which would 
renew his observance of naziriteship in ritual purity, so the mishna 
would not refer to this as a case of multiple impurities. And if 
the mishna is referring to a nazirite who became ritually impure 
on the eighth day and, after undergoing the purification process, 
again became ritually impure on the eighth day, the appropriate 
time to bring an offering had already arrived, and if he becomes 
ritually impure at that stage, it is not viewed as a continuation of 
the previous ritual impurity, and he is obligated to bring another 
set of offerings. 


The Gemara clarifies the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda: What is the reason for 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s ruling that he begins counting only from 
the eighth day? The Gemara answers: The verse states: “And the 
priest shall prepare one for a sin-offering, and the other for a 
burnt-offering, and make atonement for him, for he sinned by 
the soul” (Numbers 6:11), and the same verse again states imme- 
diately afterward: “And he shall sanctify his head.” This shows that 
the naziriteship of purity commences only after he has brought 
his offerings. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says in 
response: If so, if the verse intended to teach us that his naziriteship 
starts only on the eighth day, let the verse merely state: “And he 
shall sanctify his head,” since that phrase addresses the bringing 
of his offerings, which is on the eighth. 


HALAKHA 


A nazirite became impure by contracting many impurities - set of offerings, even if he was warned each time he contracted 


MATA Niwa KAVY M): A nazirite who became ritually impure 


impurity (Rambam Sefer Haflaa, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:15). 


by contracting many impurities is obligated to bring only one 
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Why do I need the extra phrase “on that day” (Numbers 6:11)? 
This teaches that if it does not apply to the matter of the eighth" 
day, since the verse is speaking of that day anyway, apply it to the 
matter of the seventh day, so that “on that day” means the day 
when he becomes ritually purified, even before he brings his offer- 
ings. The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
also, isn’t it written “on that day”? What halakha does he derive 
from these additional words? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi could have said to you: That verse comes for this purpose, 
to tell you that even though he did not yet bring his offerings, he 
starts counting his naziriteship of purity from the eighth day. This 
is derived from the verse’s emphasis of: “And he shall sanctify his 
head on that day,” indicating that it depends on the day itself, rather 
than the bringing of the offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And what forced Rav Hisda to establish this 
mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda? Let him establish it as referring to a case where 
one became impure by seeing, i.e., contracting, impurity on the 
night preceding the eighth’ day each time. Even according to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the naziriteship of purity begins at the start 
of, presumably the night preceding, the eighth day. Therefore, this 
case will be one of a nazirite contracting ritual impurity many times. 
Nevertheless, the nazirite will be obligated to bring only one set 
of offerings for all of them, because each case of ritual impurity 
occurred at night, when he is unable to bring the offerings for his 
previous ritual impurity, as offerings can be brought only during 
the day. And therefore it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara suggests: Since he did not establish it in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in this way, shall we say 
that Rav Hisda holds that night is not considered premature? In 
other words, although he cannot in practice bring his offerings until 
the morning, as the Temple service was performed only in the 
daytime, the night is not considered a premature time, but rather 
it is viewed as part of the day in which it is appropriate to bring his 
offerings. Consequently, the halakha of one who becomes ritually 
impure on the night preceding the eighth day is the same as that of 
one who contracted ritual impurity on the eighth day itself, and 
they are both required to bring an additional set of offerings. 


NOTES 


If it does not apply to the matter of the eighth — py i ox 
yaw: The exegetic method of: If it does not apply to the matter, 
does not propose to link two unrelated matters. Rather, it applies 

one verse to a similar matter whose halakha is not explicit in 

the Torah. In this case, some commentaries understand that the 

derivation that “on that day” refers to the seventh day is due to 

the fact that these words seem superfluous (7osafot; Rabbeinu 

Peretz). Others explain that this should be understood as an 

application of the exegetic principle: One restrictive expression 

after another restrictive expression serves to amplify, as the 

verse says “on that day,’ which is a restriction, after already hav- 
ing stated that he must start counting from that day, another 
restriction. The double restriction therefore comes to include the 

seventh day (Josafot; Rosh; Rabbeinu Peretz). 


One became impure by seeing impurity on the night preced- 
ing the eighth - »»nw bha MMT NaWIT: The word seeing is 
problematic in this context, as the only type of ritual impurity 
relevant to a nazirite is ritual impurity contracted by coming 
into contact with or close proximity to a corpse, and the word 
seeing, in the context of ritual impurity, is referring to one who 
experiences a ritually impure discharge. The early commentaries 
have offered various explanations for the usage of this term. The 
Commentary on Nazir states that the quotation is taken in its 
entirety from the parallel discussion in tractate Karetot (8a) that 
refers to the ritual impurity of a zava, where the term is entirely 
appropriate. 
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NOTES 


The matter itself — xay: The early commentaries are 
puzzled by the use of this term, which is usually used 
to indicate that the Gemara is returning to analyze in 
detail a baraita or mishna that was previously cited 
in passing. In this case the baraita now discussed 
was not quoted earlier at all. For this reason, some 
early commentaries (see Commentary on Nazir and 
Tosafot) emend the text and replace this term with: 
The Sages taught. However, the Rosh and others point 
out that the language of Nazir is peculiar in many 
respects, and it is possible that the standard text is 
correct, and the word here is used to mean that the 
Gemara is returning to analyze the topic mentioned 
earlier, even though this baraita was not quoted. 


He begins counting immediately — min Ynna 
“vn: The Commentary on Nazir explains that this is 
referring o the eighth day, since Rabbi Eliezer holds 
that the time that his ritually pure naziriteship begins 
is dependent on the start of the day on which he 
can bring his offerings, rather than the bringing of 
the offerings in actuality. However, Tosafot and many 
other early commentaries question this explanation, 
since Rabbi Eliezer stated in the mishna (16b) that 
one is obligated to bring offerings for impurity only if 
he had observed more than one day of ritually pure 
naziriteship. If he became impure immediately after 
starting to count on the eighth day, he would not 
incur an obligation to bring an additional set of offer- 
ings. Consequently, they explain that this means that 
he begins counting his naziriteship on the seventh 
day, so that his seventh day and part of the eighth are 
considered his first days. Some early commentaries 
(see Shita Mekubbetzet) emend the text to read: This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. This would 
fit with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s earlier opinion that he 
begins counting at the start of the eighth day. 


HALAKHA 

Until he has brought his sin-offering — KPY Y 
Snxwn: A nazirite who became ritually impure many 
times is obligated to bring only one set of offerings. 
This applies only if he became ritually impure the 
second time before he brought the sin-offering for 
his first instance of ritual impurity. If he contracts 
ritual impurity after he had already brought his sin- 
offering, even if he had yet to bring his guilt-offering 
and burnt-offering, he must bring a second set of 
offerings for his ritual impurity, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 6:15). 


If he brought his sin-offering and did not yet bring 

his guilt-offering, he begins to count — inxwn wan 
mMin iw kIT xb): A nazirite who became ritually 
impure begins counting his term of naziriteship afresh 

from the moment he brings his sin-offering. His guilt- 
offering and burnt-offering are not indispensable 

to the start of his new term (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:12—13). 
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Rav Adda bar Ahava said: This conclusion is incorrect, as even if 
Rav Hisda holds that the night is considered to be premature, he 

could not establish the mishna in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as the offerings and his new term of nazirite- 
ship depend on each other: If you say night is considered prema- 
ture, when is he fit to bring his offerings? Only in the morning. 
Accordingly, naziriteship also does not take effect until the morn- 
ing. And if you say night is not considered premature, and he is 

already obligated in his offerings at night, in that case naziriteship 

of purity takes effect from the evening, which means that the 

ritual impurity he suffered at night renders him obligated to bring 

an additional set of offerings. Consequently, the mishna does not 

follow the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, whether night is con- 
sidered premature or not, and nothing can be inferred from here 

with regard to Rav Hisda’s opinion in that matter. 


§ The Gemara cites a baraita (Tosefta 4:8) concerning the matter 
of a nazirite who contracted ritual impurity many times itself:" If 
a nazirite became impure, and then became impure on the seventh 
day of his purification process, and again became impure on the 
following seventh day of his purification process, he brings only 
one set of offerings. If he became impure on the eighth day, and 
again became impure on the following eighth day, he brings a set 
of offerings for each and every time he became impure. Never- 
theless, he begins counting his ritually pure naziriteship immedi- 
ately’ on the eighth day, even ifhe has not yet brought his offerings. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 


And the Rabbis say: If he had not yet brought his offerings on 
the eighth day when he became impure, it is considered one long 
period of ritual impurity, and he brings one set of offerings for 
all the times he became impure, until he has brought his sin- 
offering" at the end of his period of ritual impurity. It is only then 
that he can begin counting his next term of naziriteship. Therefore, 
ifhe brought his sin-offering and then became impure, and again 
brought his sin-offering and then again became impure, he 
brings a set of offerings for each and every one. If he brought 
his sin-offering and did not yet bring his guilt- offering, he begins 
to count" his term of naziriteship in ritual purity. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: Just 
as not bringing his sin-offering precludes him from starting his 
naziriteship in ritual purity, so too, not bringing his guilt-offering 
precludes him from starting his naziriteship in ritual purity, and if 
he became impure again before he brought his guilt-offering, he 
only brings one set of offerings for all his impurities. 


After having quoted the baraita, the Gemara proceeds to analyze 
the three opinions: Granted, according to Rabbi Eliezer, his rea- 
son is that the verse states: “And he shall sanctify his head on that 
day” (Numbers 6:11), which indicates: Even though he has not 
brought his offerings, the eighth day determines the start of his 
ritually pure naziriteship. And the Rabbis agree that the phrase “on 
that day” is extra, and it teaches that he begins counting from that 
day even though he has not brought his guilt-offering, but he 
does not begin counting until after bringing his sin-offering. 


But according to Rabbi Yishmael, why do I need the phrase “on 
that day”? According to his opinion the issue depends on the offer- 
ings, not the day. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yishmael could have 
said to you: The phrase “on that day” teaches that he can begin 
counting even though he has not brought his burnt-offering, as 
he agrees that not bringing the burnt-offering does not preclude 
him from counting his naziriteship. And the Rabbis respond to 
this: A burnt-offering does not require a limitation in the text to 
teach that its omission does not preclude the start of his nazirite- 
ship in ritual purity, since it is merely a gift and not part of his 
atonement process. 
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The Gemara explains: What is the reason of the Rabbis for ruling 

that only refraining from bringing his sin-offering precludes the 

start of his new count of naziriteship? As it is taught in a baraita: 
The verse states with regard to a nazirite who became ritually 
impure: “And he shall consecrate to the Lord the days of his 

naziriteship, and he shall bring a lamb in its first year for a guilt- 
offering” (Numbers 6:12). What does this teach? Doesn't he wait 
to begin the days of his naziriteship until after he has brought all of 
his offerings? Rather, since we have found that all guilt-offerings 

that are mentioned in the Torah" are indispensable for atonement, 
and before he has brought his guilt-offering he is forbidden from 
partaking of any sacred offerings, one might have thought that 
not having brought this guilt-offering also precludes him from 

counting his ritually pure naziriteship, 


the verse therefore states: “And he shall consecrate to the Lord 
the days of his naziriteship, and he shall bring" a lamb in its first 
year for a guilt-offering,” indicating: Even though he has not 
brought his guilt-offering he has nevertheless consecrated his days 
for the start of a new term of naziriteship. The opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, is as follows: The 
verse states: “And he shall consecrate to the Lord the days of 
his naziriteship, and he shall bring,’ which means: When has he 
consecrated his days of naziriteship, i.e., when does his new term 
of naziriteship begin? It begins when he has already brought his 
guilt-offering. 


The Gemara poses a question: Who is the tanna who taught" this 
that the Sages taught: With regard to a woman who vowed to be 
a nazirite" and became ritually impure," leading her to designate 
a bird for a sin-offering, a bird for a burnt-offering, and a sheep for 
a guilt-offering, and afterward her husband nullified her vow of 
naziriteship for her, she brings the bird sin-offering and she does 
not bring the bird burnt-offering? 


NOTES 


The verse states: And he shall consecrate and he shall bring - 
KININ wb nbn: Since the verse mentions the resump- 
tion of his naziriteship before it mentions the bringing of his 
offering, his naziriteship of purity resumes before he brings his 
guilt-offering (Commentary on Nazir). 


Who taught, etc. — ^3) Xan ya: The Commentary on Nazir 
explains: Which tanna found it necessary to state that a woman 
whose vow of naziriteship was nullified before she violated it 
does not have to bring a burnt-offering? It is only Rabbi Yish- 
mael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, who holds that the 
burnt-offering is an integral part of a nazirite’s offerings, and he 
herefore holds that it is necessary for the baraita to teach that 
he burnt-offering need not be brought after the naziriteship 
has been nullified by the husband. Since the Rabbis hold that 
his burnt-offering is merely a gift, she certainly will not have 
0 bring it in this case. 

Conversely, Josafot and others explain that according to 
Rabbi Yishmael, the very fact that the burnt-offering is an 


important part of the nazirite offerings is the reason why she 
cannot bring it, for she is no longer obligated in the offerings of 
a nazirite, so the bird is not consecrated. According to the Rabbis, 
by contrast, since the burnt-offering is a gift and is not integral 
to the naziriteship, there is no reason why she should not offer it 
even after her naziriteship has been nullified. The Commentary 
on Nazir also cites this opinion as an alternative explanation. 


Who vowed to be a nazirite and became ritually impure - 
Tga VIIa ATW: Tosafot, the Rosh, and many other com- 
mentaries explain that this baraita is discussing the case of a 
woman who had already designated her offerings before her 
husband nullified her naziriteship, and the question is whether 
she is required to, or even can, bring them after his nullification. 
If she had not designated her offerings, she certainly is not 
obligated to bring any of them. The Keren Ora cites an opinion 
mentioned by Tosafot and the Ran in tractate Nedarim (83a) 
that she is obligated to bring a sin-offering even if she had not 
yet designated it. 


HALAKHA 
All guilt-offerings that are mentioned in the Torah — bs 
MUMAaY Niwe: All guilt-offerings in the Torah are indis- 
pensable for one’s atonement, apart from that of a nazirite, 
as ruled by the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 3:11). 


HALAKHA 


A woman who vowed to be a nazirite, etc. - TITY TWX 
"21 ma: If a woman who vowed to be a nazirite became 
ritually impure during her term of naziriteship, and after- 
ward her husband heard of her vow and nullified it, she 
brings her offerings of impurity. The implication of this 
statement of the Rambam is that she brings all three of 
them: A sin-offering, a guilt-offering, and a burnt-offering. 
The Mishne LaMelekh explains that this is because the 
Gemara concludes (22a) that a husband severs the vow 
from that point onward, so her vow was in force at the 
time she became ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 9:11). 
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HALAKHA 


One who afflicts himself by abstaining from every- 
thing - 137 ben iayy WLAT: Although one must stay 
away from the pursuit of the pleasures of the world 
when they result from jealousy, lust, and honor, it is not 
proper for a person to abstain from the pleasures of the 
world altogether and to practice self-denial. The Sages 
therefore directed that one should deprive himself 
only of things forbidden by the Torah, and he should 
refrain from prohibiting permitted matters to himself 
by means of oaths and vows (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 3:1; see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 571:1). 
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Rav Hisda said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka. According to the opinion of the Rabbis, the 
burnt-offering is a gift, and she would bring it despite the fact that her 
naziriteship was nullified. According to Rabbi Yishmael, the burnt- 
offering is part of the atonement process, and since her naziriteship 
was nullified, there is no longer a need for atonement. 


The Gemara asks: What does he hold? If he holds that the husband 
uproots a vow entirely when he nullifies it, and she is considered not 
to have vowed at all, she should not bring the bird sin-offering, as 
she was never a nazirite, and she does not need atonement. Conversely, 
if he holds that the husband severs the vow from that point onward, 
but it did take effect beforehand, she should also bring the bird 
burnt-offering, as she requires atonement for becoming impure 
while she was a nazirite. The Gemara answers: Actually, he holds 
that the husband uproots the vow, and why is she obliged to bring a 
sin-offering? Rabbi Yishmael holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar." 


As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, the esteemed 

one, says: What is the meaning when the verse states with regard to 

a nazirite: “And make atonement for him, for he sinned by the soul” 
(Numbers 6:11)? And with which soul did this person sin" by becom- 
ing a nazirite? Rather, in afflicting himself by abstaining from wine, 
he is considered to have sinned with his own soul, and he must bring 

a sin-offering for the naziriteship itself, for causing his body to suffer. 
And an a fortiori inference can be learned from this: Just as this 

person, in afflicting himself by abstaining only from wine, is never- 
theless called a sinner, in the case of one who afflicts himself by 

abstaining from everything," through fasting or other acts of morti- 
fication, all the more so is he described as a sinner. According to this 

opinion, Rabbi Yishmael holds that since the woman afflicted herself 
by abstaining from wine she must bring a sin-offering, even though, 
due to her husband’s nullification, she did not actually become a 

nazirite. 


NOTES 


In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar Hakappar - cause her to violate the prohibition of bringing an unconsecrated 
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aya) awhy sata: The sin-offering is brought to atone for her self- 
affliction of abstaining from wine during her period as a nazirite. 
Tosafot note that if she did not become ritually impure before her 
husband nullified her naziriteship, she does not have to bring this 
sin-offering. The early authorities write, based on Nedarim 83a, that 
this halakha refers only to the bird sin-offering, which is brought 
by anazirite who becomes impure during the term of naziriteship. 
Since the bird sin-offering can be offered conditionally, there is no 
concern that she might be violating the prohibition of bringing an 
unconsecrated bird into the Temple courtyard. She can therefore 
bring it even after her vow has been nullified, as it will serve to 
atone for her sin of afflicting herself by abstaining from wine. If 
she completed her term of naziriteship, which would obligate 
her to bring a sheep sin-offering, and her husband nullified her 
naziriteship, she does not bring a sin-offering even according to 
the tanna of this baraita. Since an animal sin-offering cannot be 
brought conditionally, bringing this offering could potentially 


animal into the Temple courtyard. 


And with which soul did this person sin — m Kyn Wd) ipga 3): 
While the straightforward meaning of the verse would seem to 
be referring to a nazirite who contracted impurity through contact 
with a corpse, the commentaries offer several explanations as to 
why Rabbi Elazar HaKappar interprets it in a different manner. 
Some explain that this verse cannot be referring to the fact that 
he became impure through contact with a corpse, as this had 
already been written earlier in the passage (Numbers 6:9). Others 
explain that contracting impurity through contact with a corpse 
does not necessarily involve a sin, since he must bring an offering 
even if he was made impure against his will, as the verse states: 
“Very suddenly” (Numbers 6:9). Therefore, Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar 
understands that the sin mentioned here has nothing to do with 
his ritual impurity, but is referring to something he did willingly 
(Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with Rabbi Elazar HaKappar’s dic- 
tum: But this verse, labeling the nazirite a sinner, is written with 
regard to an impure nazirite, and we are saying that even a pure 
nazirite is a sinner. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar HaKappar 
holds that a pure nazirite is also a sinner. And this is the reason 
that the statement that a nazirite is a sinner is written in reference 
to an impure nazirite rather than a pure one: Since he repeated 
his sin," as his impurity causes him to start his naziriteship again, 
he thereby deprives himself for a longer period. He should have 
taken extra care to prevent this from happening. 


§ The mishna taught that if one took a vow of naziriteship while 
in a cemetery, left the cemetery, and then entered it again, the 
days he spent outside do count as part of his tally of his term 
of naziriteship, and he is obligated to bring the offerings of ritual 
impurity upon reentering the cemetery. The mishna teaches: They 
do count as part of his tally. The Gemara questions the meaning of 
this linkage: Does naziriteship take effect for him because he 
merely left the ritually impure place? He is still ritually impure, and 
he cannot begin counting his term of naziriteship until after he has 
undergone the purification process. Shmuel said: The mishna is 
referring to a case where he left and received the sprinkling" of 
the ashes of the red heifer on the third day, and he again received 
the sprinkling on the seventh day and immersed, after which he 
entered the cemetery a second time. Since he is now ritually pure, 
his naziriteship takes effect. 


The Gemara poses another question: According to the precise read- 
ing of the mishna, his term of naziriteship starts only ifhe reentered 
the cemetery; however, is it only if he returned and entered the 
cemetery that those days count as part of his tally, but ifhe did not 
enter, and remained outside the cemetery, those days do not count 
as part of his tally? Why should the start of the naziriteship be 
dependent upon his reentering the cemetery? The Gemara answers: 
The tanna is speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary, as 
follows: It is not necessary to state this halakha, that those days 
count as part of his tally, in the case of one who left the cemetery 
and began his naziriteship, but even if he entered the cemetery 
again immediately after his purification, those days count as part of 
his tally, and he will be obligated to bring the offerings of ritual 
impurity upon his reentry. 


Rav Kahana and Rav Asi said to Rav: What is the reason you did 
not explain it to us with these words of Shmuel, as explained 
above? He said to them: I said to myself that perhaps you do not 
require that explanation, as I thought it was apparent that this is 
the proper explanation of the mishna. 


§ The mishna also taught an additional halakha: Rabbi Eliezer 
says: This halakha does not apply to one who entered the cemetery 
on that very day that he left it, as it is stated with regard to the 
halakhot of an impure nazirite: “But the first days shall be void” 
(Numbers 6:12), which indicates that he does not bring the offer- 
ings unless he had his “first days” of ritual purity, during which he 
observed his naziriteship. Ulla said: Rabbi Eliezer said this halakha, 
that one day of naziriteship in purity is not sufficient to obligate 
him to bring offerings if he becomes impure, only with regard to 
an impure person who took a vow of naziriteship, but a pure 
nazirite who became impure, even ifhe was only pure for one day 
of naziriteship, it negates that day ofhis tally and he must bring the 
offerings of a impure nazirite. 


A case where he left and received the sprinkling, etc. - 133 
"131 mM) K¥W: One who took a vow of naziriteship while in a 
cemetery, left, and after a while reentered, does not count the 
days spent outside of the cemetery in his tally. However, if he left, 


HALAKHA 
received the sprinkling of the ashes of the red heifer, immersed 
himself, began counting the days of his naziriteship, and then 
reentered the cemetery, those days do count as part of his tally 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:10). 


rom the publisher 


NOTES =———_—_—_——_- 
Since he repeated his sin - xyna maw bein: He should 
have been careful to avoid becoming ritually impure, and 
by failing to do so he commits another sin (Commentary 
on Nazir). Tosafot and others state that his becoming ritu- 
ally impure results in him extending his term of nazirite- 
ship, adding to the time that he is abstaining from wine 
and consequently repeating his earlier sin. 
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NOTES 


I am hereby a nazirite, etc. — 131 W PY: 
The commentaries note that even though this 
baraita is not explicitly attributed to Rabbi Eliezer, 
there is no other tanna who holds that his tally is 
not negated if he became impure on the first day 
(Rabbeinu Peretz; Rabbeinu Azriel). However, the 
Kesef Mishne writes that the Rabbis agree with 
the exposition of the words “and the first days, 
but they hold that it refers only to a pure nazirite 
who became impure, and not to a impure person 
who took a vow of naziriteship. In any case, the 
middle halakha of the baraita, concerning one 
who became impure on the hundredth day, cer- 
tainly is true only according to Rabbi Eliezer, as 
the Rabbis hold that in this case, the entire tally 
is negated, as stated in an earlier mishna (16a). 


7 


If one became ritually impure at the end of 
one hundred days, etc. — 3) 7X2 IDS KAVI: 
Tosafot write that this does not mean that no 
days are negated if he became ritually impure on 
the one hundredth day, but rather he is required 
to observe only an additional thirty days, and not 
a full hundred, as stated in the mishna on 16a. 


It is written: Shall be void - 273 bp: The Com- 
mentary on Nazir explains that the plural form of 
“shall be void" indicates at least two days; that is, 
he must have counted at least two days of his 
naziriteship. This explanation is in accordance 
with the standard text of the Gemara, which 
reads: | would say that the halakha applies only 
if two days have finished and a third has started. 
Conversely, the Rosh and others follow Rabbeinu 
Tam’s opinion that “shall be void” indicates any 
number of days, even less than one. This expla- 
nation is in accordance with the variant text of 
the Gemara, which reads: | would say that the 
halakha applies if one day has finished and a 
second has started, as this can occur in less than 
a day, e.g., if he began his naziriteship in the 
afternoon. 


And had not also written shall be void - xy 
bp ans: That is, the verse had instead written 
“and the first days shall be left” (Commentary on 
Nazir) or “apart from the first days” (Tosafot). 


| would say even one - m yo KIMIN TT: If 
this were the meaning, then the usage of the 
plural form of “shall be void” would be under- 
stood as a general term for all of the days he 
had counted, whether many, few, or even 
one. Alternatively, it might refer to nazirites in 
general, meaning that whenever this occurs to 
any nazirite the days they have observed are 
negated. 


HALAKHA 


And this nazirite does not have first days - m) 
mw b pr: If one became ritually impure on 
he first or second day of his term of naziriteship, 
although the Rambam rules that he must bring 
he offerings of impurity, it does not negate his 
previous days as a nazirite, and he continues 
o count from where he left off after he has 
brought his offerings. It is only if he contracted 
ritual impurity from the third day onward that it 
negates all the previous days, as the Rambam's 
ext is like that of the Commentary on Nazir (Kesef 
Mishne). The halakha follows Rabbi Eliezer, as his 
opinion is discussed by the amora’im (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:6). 
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Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
according to Ulla’s explanation? The verse states: “But the first 

days shall be void because his consecration was ritually impure” 
(Numbers 6:12), which he explains as follows: Why are his first days 

rendered void? They are void because he took a vow of naziriteship, 
consecrating himself, when he was in a state of ritual impurity. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava from a baraita that is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Ulla: One who said: Iam hereby a 
nazirite’ for one hundred days, and he became ritually impure 
immediately, at the beginning of the one hundred days, one might 
have thought it should negate the time he spent as a nazirite. The 
verse therefore states: “But the first days shall be void” (Numbers 
6:12), which indicates that this halakha does not apply until he will 
have “first days” as a nazirite, and in this case the nazirite does 
not have his first days" completed, as he became ritually impure 
right away. 


The baraita continues: If one became ritually impure at the end 

of one hundred days," that is, on the hundredth day, one might have 

thought it should negate the days he had counted. The verse there- 
fore states: “But the first days shall be void,” indicating by infer- 
ence that there are other days that can be called the last ones, while 

this nazirite does not have last days, as he has already completed 

the tally of his naziriteship. If he became impure on the one hun- 
dredth day less one, one might have thought it should not negate 

the days he had counted. Therefore, the verse states: “But the first 

days shall be void,” indicating by inference that there are last ones, 
and this nazirite has first ones and last ones. 


Abaye now concludes his objection to Rava: But with regard to 
this halakha of the baraita, you cannot say it is referring to an 
impure person who took a vow of naziriteship from the fact that 
it teaches: I am hereby a nazirite for one hundred days, and he 
became impure immediately at the beginning of the one hundred, 
indicating that it is discussing one who became impure after his 
term had already started. And it further teaches: Until he will have 
“first days,’ which proves that Rabbi Eliezer states his halakha even 
with regard to a pure nazirite who later became impure. This is a 
conclusive refutation of Ulla, and his opinion is rejected. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: Those first days that we said he must 
observe in ritual purity according to Rabbi Eliezer, does it mean that 
one day has finished and a second has started, so that ifhe became 
impure on the second day it negates his tally, or perhaps it means 
that two days have finished, and a third has started, which would 
mean it negates his tally only if he became impure after the begin- 
ning of the third day? An answer was not available to him, so Rav 
Pappa went to ask Rava, who said to him: It is written: “But the 
former days shall be void [ yippelu]” (Numbers 6:12)" in the plural, 
which means at least two days need to have passed. 


The Gemara comments: And it was necessary for the verse to write 

“days” and it was also necessary for it to write “shall be void” in the 
plural. For if the Merciful One wrote in the Torah only “days” and 
had not also written “shall be void” in the plural, I would say that 
the halakha applies only if two days have finished and a third has 
started. The Merciful One therefore wrote in the Torah the plural 
form of “shall be void.” And if the Merciful One wrote in the Torah 

“shall be void” and had not also written “days,” I would say even 
one day, that is, the halakha applies even if he became ritually 
impure on the first day. The Merciful One therefore wrote in the 
Torah “days,” indicating that he must have observed at least part of 
the second day. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


nx mem MAT mV Ww n ITV 
MOY I YIN? Na J3 WN) AM 
oats Soon mea of ow MDN 

aynam 


manya? ma TIY ayapa eye 
- DOA TANAN 93 NiD DN TIDE 
TAPIA po ANB NN DW yaw TPN NIY 


DIY yay OR DI yay IPH TT 
TPR sey Doe mea amin ye? a 
Dw yaw qion nian ow yaw Tiy 
TID NDN) DWY TPH NKYAN MeL! 
YDIN NIN TPR MYT NO TTT II VAN 

TTW 


TU DTK NAW MI KWP A 
manna vuoi Don ma oi www 
PIS MED wae WaT Ep KII ND? 

by say mwas own DAYI 


MI S HN A One who vowed many days of nazirite- 


ship while outside Eretz Yisrael, and com- 
pleted his naziriteship, and afterward came to Eretz Yisrael," in 
order to bring the offerings at the end of his naziriteship, Beit 
Shammai say: He must be a nazirite for thirty days, so that he 
has observed a term of naziriteship in ritual purity in Eretz Yisrael, 
and Beit Hillel say: He is a nazirite from the beginning, that 
is, he must observe his entire naziriteship again. 


The mishna cites a related story: An incident occurred with 
regard to Queen Helene,” whose son had gone to war, and she 
said: If my son will return from war safely, I will be a nazirite 
for seven years. And her son returned safely from the war, and 
she was a nazirite for seven years. And at the end of seven years, 
she ascended to Eretz Yisrael, and Beit Hillel instructed her, 
in accordance with their opinion, that she should be a nazirite 
for an additional seven years. And at the end of those seven 
years she became ritually impure, and was therefore required to 
observe yet another seven years of naziriteship, as ritual impurity 
negates the tally of a nazirite. And she was found to be a nazirite 
for twenty-one years. Rabbi Yehuda said: She was a nazirite for 
only fourteen years and not twenty-one. 


G E M ARA The first clause of the mishna teaches 


that Beit Shammai say: He must be a 
nazirite for thirty days, and Beit Hillel say: He is a nazirite from 
the beginning. The Gemara suggests a possible explanation of 
their dispute: Let us say that they disagree about this, that Beit 
Shammai hold that when the Sages declared that the land of the 
nations" outside of Eretz Yisrael is impure, they decreed so with 
regard to its earth." In other words, they decreed that only the 
earth of the land of the nations is impure, but its airspace remains 
pure. If so, it is not a severe level of ritual impurity, and one who 
observed a vow of naziriteship outside of Eretz Yisrael is not 
considered to be impure to the extent that he would be required 
to start his naziriteship afresh once entering Eretz Yisrael, 


Queen Helene - naan ayn: Helene, or in Greek Eàévn, Helené, 
was queen of Adiabene, a small country subjugated to the Parthian 
Empire. Located on the Tigris River, it was situated in what is today 
northern Syria. More than a generation prior to the destruction 
of the Second Temple, Helene and her two sons, Munbaz and 
zats, converted to Judaism, apparently along with much of the 


ocal nobility. 


ings in Jerusalem. 


aught to her by the Sages. 


Images of the remains of what is 
believed to be Helene's palace in Jerusalem 


Queen Helene and her two sons maintained strong ties to the 
Jewish community in Eretz Yisrael. They would send substantial 
gifts to the Temple and enormous sums of money to assist the 
poor in years of drought. It is plausible that members of the royal 
amily of Adiabene are buried in the magnificent Graves of the 


As mentioned in the Talmud, Queen Helene was a righteous 
proselyte who accepted upon herself all elements of halakha as 


PERSONALITIES 


HALAKHA ———— 
And afterward came to Eretz Yisrael — K3 72 0X) 
yIsd: Naziriteship can be observed only in Eretz 
Yisrael, and one who vowed to be a nazirite outside 
Eretz Yisrael is obligated to ascend to Eretz Yisrael 
and observe his naziriteship there for the term he 
had specified, in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel. However, the vow of naziriteship itself takes 
effect outside Eretz Yisrael, and he is prohibited to 
drink wine, become ritually impure through contact 
with a corpse, or to shave, despite the fact that these 
days do not count as part of his term of naziriteship. 
Consequently, one who takes a vow of naziriteship 
nowadays must ascend to Eretz Yisrael and observe 
naziriteship there until his death, or until the Temple 
is rebuilt and he can bring his offerings. The Ra’avad 
claims that since all are considered ritually impure 
from the dead at this time, even those living in Eretz 
Yisrael, observing one’s naziriteship in Eretz Yisrael 
has no advantage (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 2:21-22). 


| NOTES ~ 
The land of the nations — oan yx: Although 
the ritual impurity of land outside of Eretz Yisrael is 
not by Torah law, it is a very ancient rabbinic decree. 
It is mentioned already in the Bible, with regard to 
those exiled from the Eretz Yisrael: “You shall die in 
an unclean land” (Amos 7:17). The Sages, however, 
increased the severity of this ritual impurity. As for 
the reason for the decree, the early authorities discuss 
whether it is because they were concerned about 
unknown burial sites of Jews, or whether it was a 
decree in its own right, in order to emphasize the 
ritual purity of Eretz Yisrael. 


With regard to its earth — wz Dwn: If it is only its 
actual earth that imparts impurity through contact 
and the airspace is pure, then it does not have the 
same severity of impurity as a corpse, which renders 
ritually impure anything found inside a structure with 
it. Therefore, the Sages were not as stringent in this 
case as with one who takes a vow of naziriteship 
while in a cemetery. This is the standard version of 
the text, and has been accepted by several early 
authorities. 

However, there is a variant text that reads that 
Beit Shammai hold that the decree was with regard 
to the airspace. This means that anyone who passes 
through the land of the nations, even if he does not 
come into contact with its earth, such as one who 
travels in a chest, a box, or a cabinet, is nevertheless 
ritually impure. According to this reading, this impu- 
rity is not due to the presence of graves, as graves do 
not impart impurity in this way; rather, it is a special 
form of impurity. Therefore, the halakha of a nazirite 
outside of Eretz Yisrael is not like that of one who 
takes a vow of naziriteship while in a cemetery, whose 
days in the cemetery do not count as part of his tally 
(Rosh; see Rabbeinu Azriel and Tosafot on 20a). The 
text of the Gemara on the following page would also 
be modified according to this reading. 
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and Beit Hillel hold: They decreed with regard to its airspace, and 
it is a severe level of ritual impurity, so he must start his naziriteship 
from the beginning once he arrives in Eretz Yisrael. The Gemara rejects 
this possibility: No, it may be that everyone agrees that they decreed 
only with regard to its earth," and they disagree merely over the 
details of the penalty. Beit Shammai hold that we penalize him with 
an unspecified term of naziriteship, which is thirty days, and Beit 
Hillel hold that when we penalize, we require him to return to the 
beginning of his term of naziriteship, and he must observe the entire 
term of naziriteship afresh. 


§ The mishna taught: An incident occurred with regard to Queen 
Helene. A dilemma was raised before them: What is the meaning of 
Rabbi Yehuda’s statement? Does he hold that the case was one where 
she became impure in Eretz Yisrael, but after thirty days, and not after 
seven years, and Rabbi Yehuda spoke in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, who hold that she was required to observe only 
a further thirty days upon her arrival in Eretz Yisrael, and due to 
her becoming impure she had to observe again her original term of 
naziriteship, for a total of fourteen years? Or perhaps the case is one 
where she did not become impure at the end of the seven years in Eretz 
Yisrael, and he ruled in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel 
that she had to observe an additional seven years upon her entry to 
Eretz Yisrael. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: She 
ascended to Eretz Yisrael, and Beit Hillel instructed her that she 
should be a nazirite for an additional seven years, etc. And if it 
enters your mind that Rabbi Yehuda says that the case is one where 
she became ritually impure after observing thirty days of naziriteship 
following her arrival to Eretz Yisrael, and he spoke in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai, if so, why does Rabbi Yehuda 
say she was a nazirite for only fourteen years? He should have said 
fourteen years and thirty days, as even Beit Shammai obligate her to 
observe a thirty-day period of naziriteship in Eretz Yisrael. It must be 
that Rabbi Yehuda holds that she observed seven additional years, in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and says that she did not 
become ritually impure. 


The Gemara adds: This is also taught in a baraita, that Rabbi Yehuda’s 

opinion cannot be established in accordance with Beit Shammai: Rabbi 

Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer that the verse states: “This 

is the law of the nazirite when the days of his consecration are fulfilled” 
(Numbers 6:13). The Torah states: When he becomes impure on the 

day of the completion of his naziriteship, even if it was at the end of 
a lengthy term, give him the law of an unspecified nazirite, and he 

must observe a thirty-day term. Therefore, if she became impure at 

the end of those thirty days that Beit Shammai obligates her to observe, 
she should have been required to observe naziriteship for only thirty 

additional days, rather than a full seven years. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda 

certainly accepts the opinion of Beit Hillel, and claims that she did not 

become ritually impure. 


They decreed with regard to its earth, etc. — 1319713 Nw OW: 
The Sages initially decreed that the status of ritual impurity applied 
only to the earth of the land of the nations, which meant that only 
one who walked there or touched or carried its earth became ritually 


HALAKHA 


ally impure, so that even one who did not touch or carry the dirt, 
but merely entered his head and the majority of his body into the 
airspace of the land of nations was considered to be ritually impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:1). 


impure. Later, they also decreed that its airspace would be ritu- 
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MISHN In a case of one who had two sets of 

witnesses testifying about him that he 
had taken a vow of naziriteship for a certain period, and these 
witnesses testify that he took a vow of naziriteship for two 
terms, and these witnesses testify that he took a vow of nazirite- 
ship for five terms. Beit Shammai say: The testimony is divided, 
i.e. the testimonies contradict each other, and since the testimo- 
nies are in conflict they are both rejected entirely and there is no 
naziriteship here at all. And Beit Hillel say: The testimonies are 
not completely in conflict with each other, as two terms are 
included in five" terms, and the unanimous testimony, that he 


is a nazirite for two terms, is accepted. 
GE M A The Gemara comments: The mishna is 
not in accordance with the opinion of 
this tanna, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel did not disagree with regard to the halakha in the case of 
two sets of witnesses, one of whom says two terms and one of 
whom says five terms, that two terms are included in five terms, 
and he must observe two terms of naziriteship. With regard to 
what did they disagree? They disagreed with regard to one 
set of two witnesses, one of whom says two terms and one of 
whom says five terms, and that Beit Shammai say: In that case 
their testimony is divided, as the two witnesses are in conflict 
and there is no testimony here at all. And Beit Hillel say: Since 
two terms are included in five terms, their testimony is in agree- 
ment with regard to two terms, and therefore he must observe 
two terms. 


In relation to the explanation that the dispute is with regard to 
a single pair of witnesses, Rav said: All concede in a case of 
counting" that the testimonies contradict each other. Rav Hama 
said to Rav Hisda: What is he saying; what did Rav mean by 
this? If we say that he was referring to a case where one witness 
says: He vowed five terms and not two terms, and one says: He 
vowed two terms and not five terms, in such a situation they 
clearly contradict one another, and neither of the testimonies is 
reliable. Rather, Rav is speaking of one witness who says that he 
heard the person in question count out only one and two terms 
when he took a vow of naziriteship, and one says that he heard 
the person in question count out only three, four, and five terms 
when he took a vow of naziriteship. 


HALAKHA 


Two terms are included in five - pnw wan aa w»: If one 
pair of witnesses testified that a person vowed to be a nazirite 
for two terms, while a second pair testified that he vowed to 
be a nazirite for five terms, he is a nazirite for two terms. This is 
because five includes two. The halakha follows Beit Hillel, but 


All concede in a case of counting - mina oti Spm: In other 
words, everyone agrees that the testimonies are considered 
divided if they say that the vow was uttered by way of counting 
(Rabbeinu Peretz; Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). Rabbeinu Todros 
explains that the witnesses counted out the numbers, therefore 
the assumption is that they did not make a mistake and should 
be seen as contradicting each other. 


NOTES 


not in accordance with the explanation of Beit Hillel that is given 
by Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:9 and Lehem Mishne there; see 
Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 30:2). 


An opposite version is cited by the Shita Mekubbetzet: All agree 
in the case of counting that two is included in five. According 
to this opinion, when the witnesses stated the number with 
counting, all agree that the lower number is accepted, and when 
each set of witnesses gives a different number without counting, 
there is a disagreement if the lower number is accepted. Rabbi 
Avraham min HaHar cites a similar version of the text. 
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NOTES 


With regard to a stringent case Rav said - xnyan 
31 Vax: This statement is difficult to understand, as 
Rav had not been cited previously in this discussion. 
The Commentary on Nazir explains that this strin- 
gency of Rav is referring to the statement cited in his 
name in the Jerusalem Talmud, that contradictory 
estimony of two sets of witnesses in this format is 
also considered to be divided. Most commentaries, 
however, omit the words: Rav said, and have a text 
hat reads: Now that he said with regard to a strin- 
gency, with regard to a leniency, did he not say? In 
other words, if the witness who said: Three, four, and 
five terms, was stringent with the accused to such 
an extent, his testimony would certainly include the 
more lenient one and two terms as well (Tosafot; 
Rosh). The Meiri explains similarly, only he reads it 
as a suggestion made by the Gemara: Perhaps this 
witness stated only what he was adding to the 
estimony of his colleague, and did not find it nec- 
essary to repeat the number the other had already 
specified. 


They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael - KIWA WAN: 
Some commentaries explain that the statement 
taught in Eretz Yisrael does not refer to Rav's halakha 
in particular, but is a general statement that two 
witnesses who give a count are not considered to 
contradict one another, even if one counts a larger 
number than the other. This is the explanation of 
the Commentary on Nazir, and fits the standard text 
of the Gemara. 

The parallel discussion in the Jerusalem Talmud 
cites a dispute of amora’im in this matter. Rav says 
that they only disagreed with regard to witnesses 
who state the sum total, for example, if one says two 
and other says five, but if they give a count everyone 
agrees that the larger number includes the smaller 
one. By contrast, Rabbi Yohanan claims that the dis- 
pute only concerns witnesses who count, whereas if 
they just state a number all agree that their testimo- 
nies conflict. The Jerusalem Talmud therefore offers 
support for Rav Hama's opinion. This also means that 
the Gemara is referring to the statement in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud when it says that in Eretz Yisrael they 
said, citing Rav, that witnesses who count are not 
considered to contradict one another. 


BACKGROUND 
The West — xa wr: In the Babylonian Talmud, Eretz 
Yisrael is referred to as the West, since it is southwest 
of Babylonia. In later periods, the customs in Israel 
were referred to as Western, as opposed to the East- 
ern customs of Babylonia. 
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The Gemara asks: Why do I need for Rav to state this at all? Now 
that it is already said with regard to a stringent case, where there 
were two sets of witnesses who generally have full credibility yet 
Rav said" that the testimony is considered divided, with regard to 
a lenient case, involving a conflict within one pair of witnesses, who 
cannot each obligate him in naziriteship, would he not say that a 
conflict in their testimony causes it to be disregarded? Of course 
the testimonies are disregarded if the conflict is within the same set 
of witnesses. They say in the West,’ Eretz Yisrael: There is no 
conflicting testimony in a case of counting, as since one of them 
counted a smaller number and the second counted a larger number, 
they do not conflict at all, as the smaller number is included in 
the larger one. 
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In a standard term of naziriteship, the nazirite shaves on the day after the close of his 
term, the thirty-first day. One who shaved on the final day of his term, the thirtieth 
day, has fulfilled his obligation. If one vowed to observe two consecutive terms of 
naziriteship, he shaves for the end of the second term on the sixty-first day from the 
start of the first term, as that is the thirty-first day of the second term. If one shaved 
for the first term on the thirtieth day, then even if he shaved for the second term on 
the fifty-ninth day, he has fulfilled his obligation. 


This chapter considered different possibilities with regard to the negation of the tally 
of the days of naziriteship due to ritual impurity from a corpse. If a nazirite comes 
into contact with a corpse during his term, the impurity negates the days he had 
observed of his naziriteship. After completing the purification process, the nazirite 
shaves and begins counting his term anew. The Gemara rules that this halakha applies 
even if one became impure on the final day of his term. On the other hand, if one 
contracts impurity on the day following the end of the term, before he has brought 
his offerings, only thirty days are negated, even if the original term was much longer. 


If one who had contracted impurity from a corpse, for example one who was standing 
in a cemetery, took a vow of naziriteship, the naziriteship takes effect immediately 
with regard to the prohibition against drinking wine or cutting hair, but he begins 
counting the days of his term only once he completes his purification process. 


A nazirite who became impure may only start to count his term again once the blood 
from his sin-offering has been sprinkled on the altar. 


If one residing outside Eretz Yisrael vowed to observe a term of naziriteship and 
then observed the entire term outside of Eretz Yisrael, he must observe his term 
again upon arriving in Eretz Yisrael. This halakha applies even if the vow comprised 
multiple terms or a lengthy term. The reason for this is that naziriteship kept outside 
of Eretz Yisrael is considered to be one observed in ritual impurity. 


Finally, should one vow to keep several terms of naziriteship but forget how many 
terms he vowed to complete, and witnesses provide conflicting reports as to what he 
said, the testimony of the set of witnesses who say the smaller amount is accepted. 
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Speak to the children of Israel, and say to them: When 
either man or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow 
of a nazirite, to consecrate himself to the Lord. 


(Numbers 6:2) 


This chapter deals with many, varied topics relating to naziriteship. Some of these 
are novel issues, while other matters have been addressed earlier in the tractate. The 
underlying theme of these disparate discussions is the naziriteship of women, as the 
analysis of women’s naziriteship sheds light on the institution as a whole. There are 
two unique factors involved in the case of a woman who vows to become a nazirite. 
First, this vow shares a feature common to all vows of a woman, which is the right of 
her father or husband to nullify the vow. This nullification has further ramifications 
if another person linked his naziriteship vow to that of this woman before her father 
or husband nullified it. Additionally, it must be established what is to be done in the 
case of awoman who intentionally violates a vow that has been nullified without her 
knowledge, and what becomes of the animals that have been set aside as offerings for 
this vow. Finally, at what point during the term of naziriteship is the option to nullify 
a woman's vow no longer available to her father or husband? 


A second dimension of a woman's naziriteship concerns two halakhot that are not 
explicitly stated in the Torah. A father has the right to establish his minor son as a 
nazirite and thereby obligate him in all of the restrictions of naziriteship. Furthermore, 
under certain circumstances, a son may make use of the animals his father set aside 
for his naziriteship offerings if the father dies and he and the son were both nazirites. 
The Sages determined that these halakhot apply to sons but not to daughters, and to 
fathers rather than mothers. 


Despite the fact that most of the issues raised in this chapter are not limited to women, 
the applications of these halakhot to women serve as starting points for general 
discussions about naziriteship. 
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MI S HN A With regard to one who said: I am hereby 


a nazirite, and another heard this vow and 
said: And I," and a third person added: And I, they are all nazirites. 
If the vow of the first was dissolved by a halakhic authority, they 
are all dissolved." However, if the vow of the last individual was 
dissolved by a halakhic authority, the vow of the last individual 
alone is dissolved, and all the others remain bound by their nazirite 
vows. If someone said: I am hereby a nazirite, and another heard 
and said: My mouth is like his mouth" and my hair is like his hair, 
he is a nazirite. 


If one said: I am hereby a nazirite, and his wife heard him and 

said: And I," he can nullify her vow of naziriteship if he so chooses 

(see Numbers 30:7-16). But his vow remains intact, as his nazirite- 
ship is not dependent on hers. However, if the wife said: I am 

hereby a nazirite, and her husband heard" and said: And I, he 

cannot nullify her vow of naziriteship, as he would thereby be 

nullifying his own vow, which he made dependent on hers, and he 

does not have the ability to nullify his own vow. Ifhe said to his wife: 
Iam hereby a nazirite, and you," i.e., you shall be a nazirite as well, 
and she said: Amen, in acceptance of this vow, he can nullify her 
vow, and his vow remains intact. However, if the wife said: Iam 

hereby a nazirite, and you," and he said: Amen, he cannot nullify 
her vow. 


HALAKHA 


And another heard this vow and said: And | - vai ivan yaw) 
at: If one said: | am hereby a nazirite, and another heard him 
and added: And |, and a third person also said: And |, all within 
the time needed for speaking a short phrase, they are all nazirites. 
Even one hundred people can vow in this manner, in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara (21a) that each must speak 
within the required measure of time from the previous person's 
statement, not that of the one who uttered the initial vow. The 
same halakha applies to vows in general (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 2:4, and see Hilkhot Nedarim 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 204:3, 239710). 


If the vow of the first was dissolved by a halakhic authority, 
they are all dissolved, etc. — ^9) {33 TIENT WNT WT: In a 
case in which one person vowed, and another heard him and 
within the time needed for speaking a short phrase, said: And 
|, and a third individual did the same, if the vow of the first one 
was dissolved, all the vows are dissolved. If the second one had 
his vow dissolved, his vow and those of the people who came 
after him are dissolved. If the vow of the last one was dissolved, 
it alone is dissolved (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 229:3). 


And said, my mouth is like his mouth, etc. — 131 99399 12X1: If 
one took a vow of naziriteship and another heard him and said: 
My mouth is like his mouth with regard to wine, or: My hair is 


like his hair with regard to cutting, he is a nazirite (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:4). 


And his wife heard and said, and |- "KY TIANI INON YAW: 
If a husband vowed and his wife also vowed by associating 
herself with his vow, he may nullify her vow while his remains 
intact (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 13:1-12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 234:53). 


| am hereby a nazirite, and her husband heard, etc. — 99°77 
i awa yaw TP: Ifa wife vowed and her husband vowed 
by associating himself with her vow, he can no longer nullify 
her vow, as he is considered to have upheld it (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 229:52). 


I am hereby a nazirite and you — A8} 12 177: If a man says 
o his wife: | am hereby a nazirite, and will you be a nazirite like 
me, and she says: Amen, he may nullify her vow. This ruling is 
in accordance with the mishna, as explained in the Jerusalem 
Talmud and elsewhere (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 
4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 229:54). 


lam hereby a nazirite and you -= ”7A%) TM YY”: Ifa woman 
says to her husband: | am hereby a nazirite and you, and he 
replies: Amen, he can no longer nullify her vow (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 229:54). 


NOTES 
I am hereby a nazirite and you — A8) 12°77: In other 
words, he is saying: | am hereby a nazirite, and you, do you 
agree to be a nazirite? He must ask her permission, as one 
cannot bind one's wife by a vow against her will (7osafot). 
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PERSONALITIES — 
Rabbi Yehuda Nesia - ngwa mym a7: Rabbi Yehuda Nesia 
was the son of Rabban Gamliel, who was the son of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. He was called Nesia to differentiate him from 
his illustrious grandfather, the redactor of the Mishna. One 
of the earliest amora’im in Eretz Yisrael, he was a colleague 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s great students. His own students 
included Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. 


Grave of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, Tzippori 


| HALAKHA — 

How much is: Within the time required for speaking - 7123 
2773 Tin: How long is the time frame known as: Within 
the time required for speaking? It is the time it takes for a 
student to greet his rabbi with the phrase: Shalom alekha 
rabbi, meaning: Peace upon you, rabbi. In many areas of 
halakha, anything one says within this time frame is con- 
sidered part of his initial statement (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Shevuot 2:17-19, and see Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Talmud Torah 5:5). 
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GEMA 


Reish Lakish sat before Rabbi Yehuda 
Nesia,” and he sat and said in explanation 


of the mishna: And this halakha, that they are all nazirites, applies 
only when they all took a vow by associating themselves with the 
previous vow within the time required for speaking a short phrase. 
The Gemara asks: And how much time is included in the measure 
of: Within the time required for speaking" a short phrase?" The 


Gemara answers: Itis the time necessary for greeting someone. The 
Gemara asks: And how much is the time necessary for greeting 
someone? The Gemara answers that it is the time necessary for a 
student to say: Peace upon you, my teacher, to his rabbi. 


KPI Apaw xY ain mh sax 
spain) 


Rabbi Yehuda Nesia said to Reish Lakish: Once again you have 
provided no advantage to a student" who wishes to associate 


himself with the naziriteship of another. If the student’s rabbi was 
passing by at the precise moment that his colleague was vowing to 
bea nazirite, he would have to greet his rabbi first, and therefore he 
would not be able to respond to his colleague’s vow in time. 


Within the time required for speaking a short phrase - Jin 
at 13: Some maintain that the statement of the first person 
can be effectively followed with the phrase: And |, by only 
two more would-be nazirites, because any subsequent state- 
ments would be too far removed from the initial nazirite vow 
(Commentary on Nazir). Others add that in the opinion of 
Reish Lakish, all greetings, including that of a student to his 
rabbi, consist of the two words: Shalom alekha, peace upon 
you, which corresponds to two mentions of the single word: 
Va‘ani, and | (Rid). 
However, others contend that a greeting includes the three 
words that follow the initial declaration: | am hereby a nazirite, 
in accordance with the statement of the Gemara elsewhere 
that a student greets his rabbi with the three words: Shalom 
alekha rabbi (Tosafot). If so, Reish Lakish is of the opinion that 
three people can associate themselves with the naziriteship of 
the first one. Alternatively, Reish Lakish rules that even a fourth 
person can become a nazirite by saying: Va‘ani, as the time 
needed for speaking is the period it takes for the student to 
return to his previous topic after saying: Shalom alekha rabbi 
(Tosefot HaRosh, citing Rabbeinu Tam; Rabbeinu Peretz). 


You have provided no advantage to a student — npaw xb 
xT XMI: Some say that Rabbi Yehuda Nesia agrees with 
Reish Lakish but simply points out that a student cannot associ- 
ate himself with the naziriteship of another if he has to greet 
his rabbi first (Commentary on Nazir). This explains why Reish 
Lakish does not reply to this comment. Other early commentar- 
ies maintain that not only is Rabbi Yehuda Nesia questioning 
Reish Lakish’s opinion, he is actually presenting an opposing 
ruling. However, the precise meaning of his statement is a 
matter of dispute. 


NOTES — 


Some explain Rabbi Yehuda Nesia’s opinion as follows: If only 
two words can be added, this is not enough for a student to 
honor his rabbi; rather, it must be that a student greets his rabbi 
with three words: Shalom alekha rabbi. Similarly, three people 
can associate themselves with the vow of the first one by saying 
the word va‘ani, meaning: And | (Nushat HaRivan). Others state 
that Rabbi Yehuda Nesia contends that a student who greets his 
rabbi in the full manner must be given the chance to associate 
himself with the vow of another who took a nazirite vow as the 
rabbi walked by. Consequently, even four words are considered 
to be related to the initial vow, and therefore four people can 
link their vows to that of the first (Josafot). 

Alternatively, Rabbi Yehuda Nesia means that a student must 
be granted a certain pause to breathe before he says: And |, and 
one should not be too particular about the time this takes; he 
can vow by associating himself with the naziriteship of another 
even after a lengthier gap. This is no worse than intimations 
of naziriteship, e.g., when one says: | shall be, when a nazirite 
passes before him, in which case he becomes a nazirite (Tosefot 
HaRosh, citing Rabbeinu Tam; Rabbeinu Peretz). Yet others sug- 
gest that Rabbi Yehuda Nesia considers the time needed for 
speaking a short phrase to be significant only in that one may 
retract a statement within this time period. 

With regard to other halakhot, such as association of vows, 
it is enough if they are still discussing the same issue (Meromei 
Sadeh). Another possibility is that Rabbi Yehuda Nesia maintains 
that each person refers to the vow of the person who precedes 
him, rather than that of the first one. Consequently, even one 
hundred people can all become nazirites in this manner, each 
by associating himself with the naziriteship of the previous 
one (Rid). 
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This is also taught in a baraita: In the case of one who said: Iam 
hereby a nazirite, and another heard him and waited the time 
required for speaking a short phrase and then said: And I, the 
first person is bound by his vow and the other is permitted, as 
too much time passed between their respective vows. And how 
much time is the time required for speaking? It is the time 
necessary for a student to inquire after the welfare of his rabbi. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that the mishna supports 

Reish Lakish’s opinion? As it is taught: In the case of one who said: 

I am hereby a nazirite, and another heard him and said: And I, 
and a third person heard him and said: And I, they are all nazirites. 
The mishna mentions: And I, twice and no more," which indicates 

that only two people can associate themselves with the vow of the 

first one. The reason for this must be because too much time has 

passed since the first person spoke. The Gemara rejects this argu- 
ment: This is no proof, as should the tanna have continued reck- 
oning cases like a peddler, who announces his wares over and 

over again, by repeating: And I, and I, over and over again? 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if the tanna wishes to be con- 
cise, let him teach only one example, and teach us these other 
cases of others who say: And I, by means of a single example. The 
Gemara answers: Indeed, this is in fact correct, but because the 
tanna teaches in the latter clause: If the vow of the first was dis- 
solved by a halakhic authority then they are all dissolved, but if 
the vow of the last individual was dissolved by a halakhic author- 
ity then the vow of the last individual is dissolved and all the 
others remain bound by their vow, one may conclude by infer- 
ence that there is a middle person between the first and the last. 
And due to that reason the tanna teaches: And I, and I, so that 
the case would include three people, but not because a fourth 
person is unable to associate himself with the vow of the first in 
the same manner. 


With regard to the same issue, a dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: Does each one take a vow by associating himself with the 
vow of the other," i.e., the individual who spoke immediately 
before him, or perhaps they all associate themselves with the vow 
of the first one? The Gemara asks: What difference is there? The 
Gemara answers that the difference is whether an unlimited num- 
ber of people can continue to associate themselves with the vows. 
If you say that each one associates himself with the vow of the 
other who spoke immediately before him, others can continue to 
associate themselves with these vows forever, provided that they 
each do so immediately after the previous individual. And if you 
say they all associate themselves with the vow of the first one, 
they may not associate themselves with the vow if more time 
has elapsed than the time required for speaking a short phrase 
since the vow of the first individual. What is the answer to this 
dilemma? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 
With regard to one who said: I am hereby a nazirite, and another 
heard this vow and said: And I, and a third person added: And I, 
they are all nazirites. The mishna mentions only two individuals 
who associated themselves with the initial vow, and no more. 
Learn from this that they all associated themselves with the vow 
of the first one, as, if it should enter your mind that each one 
associates himself with the vow of the other who came immedi- 
ately before, let the mishna teach: And I, many times. The Gemara 
answers as before: This is no proof, as should the tanna have 
continued reckoning cases like a peddler? It was enough for him 
to state: And I, twice. 


NOTES 


And |, and |, and no more — xb ITINI 9381; Some com- 
mentaries infer from here that only two people can associate 
themselves with someone's vow (Commentary on Nazir). As 
stated previously, others maintain that up to three people can 
do so (Tosafot). They explain the Gemara as fo 
mishna mentioned: And I, three times, this would not have 
taught anything novel. There is no reason to differentiate 
between the second and third person, since 
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necessary to respond within the time needed for 
all (Tosefot HaRosh; see Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Does each one take a vow by associating himself with 
the vow of the other - wann miana “n: The early com- 


men 


aries disagree as to whether the Gemara’s question 


applies to the opinion of Reish Lakish (Josefot HaRosh, based 
on Rabbeinu Tam), or whether it does not apply to his opin- 
ion (Commentary on Nazir), or if the Gemara is attempting 
to decide whether the halakha is in accordance with his 
opinion (Rid). 
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HALAKHA 

The middle one is dissolved, etc. — 1D) Y%0% TANT: 
In a case where one vowed, and another heard him 
and added: And |, within the time needed for speaking, 
and a third also said: And |, within the time needed for 
speaking of the second, if the vow of the first individual 
was nullified then all their vows are nullified. If the 
vow of the last one was nullified then only his vow is 
nullified and those of the others are valid. If the vow of 
the second person was nullified, then his and the vow 
of the last one are dissolved, while the first individual 
remains bound by his vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nedarim 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 229:3). 


Each associates himself with the vow of the other 
individual - wana mana Tm: If one vowed to be 
a nazirite and another heard him and added: And |, 
within the time needed for speaking, and a third said 


the same statement within the time needed for speak- 


ing of the second, and likewise a fourth and a fifth, even 
as many as one hundred, they are all nazirites. This is 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara that 
each individual associates himself with the vow of the 
other person (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:4 
and Hilkhot Nedarim 3:3). 


106 NAZIR: PEREK IV: 21A -K3 JTT 


epee ITPS PYRE TA 
IAD NMT- POKI NT pT 
por faa amn po - pes 
ANR I] DW — YSO KPNI IDB 

ONY’ NY 


JP AT - PUKY T pow xn 
yw rh — YYY NI ATOT NIT NT 
POSDA NOPI TPA 


beng PANI I D797 77 KPN 
KAPRI PD NNT KAA YIT PIN) 
DWOR NUA KZT ONI KDN WEN 

wry ANP 27 


amn ONT - NNT TANT pow xn 
TA NPIS KIN NIT P NDN 9) 
- WANA NPIS NPT VYD DIN 

DIPA AANA TAPA YDY NMN 


N PPRP NBPI J? NIPS Oty? 
NAPT IPINI BERN — ANT PONN 
JANN KN - wI 


ERTEAN NTA NAT OAN 
ama pe - pes aan A nT 
TUNIT -YLAR TAT NN 72) 
aye pow DN TYIN ant an 

APA yow DIA MANA TN 


VOD 9 WX) IVAN Yow) P 77” 
VIDD WANT OWA NDVIWYD WY 
ai an i ei 


The Gemara asks: But if the tanna wished to avoid repeating: And 
I, so many times, let him teach it only once, and we would learn 
that they are all nazirites based on that example. The Gemara 
answers: Since the tanna teaches in the latter clause: If the vow of 
the first was dissolved by a halakhic authority then they are all 
dissolved, but if the vow of the last individual was dissolved by a 
halakhic authority then the vow of the last individual is dissolved 
and all the others remain bound by their vows, one may conclude 
by inference that there is a middle person between the first and 
the last. It is due to that reason that the tanna teaches: And I, and 
I, so that the case would include three people, but not because a 
fourth person is unable to associate himself with the vow of the 
first in the same manner. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: If 
the vow of the first individual was dissolved, they are all dis- 
solved. This indicates that it is only if the first one was dissolved 

that they are all considered dissolved. However, if the vow of the 

middle person was dissolved, no, the vows of the individuals fol- 
lowing him are not considered dissolved. Learn from this that they 
all associated themselves with the vow of the first one. 


The Gemara refutes this argument: I could say to you that actually, 
each associates himself with the vow of the other who immedi- 
ately preceded him, and therefore if the vow of the middle person 
was dissolved, the vows of all those who came after him are also 
dissolved. But since the tanna wanted to teach: They are all dis- 
solved, and had he taught the case where the vow of the middle 
individual was dissolved, he would have had to state that there is 
still the vow of the first individual that is not dissolved, because 
his vow is not dependent on that of the middle one. Due to 
that reason the tanna teaches the case where the vow of the 
first one was dissolved. Consequently, no proof can be brought 
from here. 


The Gemara suggests another proof from the mishna: Come and 
hear: If the last was dissolved, the last is dissolved and they are 
all bound by their vows. It can be inferred from here that only in 
that case is the vow of the last one alone dissolved, as he is not 
followed by anyone. However, if the dissolved vow was of the 
middle one, who is followed by someone else, the vow of the last 
one who comes after him is also dissolved. One can learn from 
this that each one associates himself with the vow of the other 
individual. 


The Gemara rejects this claim as well: Actually, I could say to 
you that they all associate themselves with the vow of the first 
one, and what is the meaning of: The last one, that the mishna 
teaches? It means the middle one, the dissolution of whose vow 
does not cause the vow of the person who followed him to be 
dissolved. And why is the middle one called the last one? Since 
the tanna earlier taught: First, here he taught: Last, despite the 
fact that he is referring to the middle one. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear, as it is taught in a 

baraita explicitly: If the first one is dissolved, they are all dis- 
solved; if the last one is dissolved, the last one is dissolved and 

they are all bound by their vows. If the middle one is dissolved," 

the vows of anyone from him and after him are dissolved; those 

who vowed from him and before him are bound by their vows. 
One can learn from this that each associates himself with the vow 
of the other individual." The Gemara concludes: Learn from this 

that it is so. 


§ The mishna taught that one stated: Iam hereby a nazirite, and 
if another heard and said, my mouth is like his mouth, and my 
hair is like his hair, he is a nazirite. The Gemara asks: Just because 
he said: My mouth is like his mouth and my hair is like his hair, 
is he a nazirite? 
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction against this. If one said: My 
hand is a nazirite," and similarly, if he said: My foot is a nazirite, 
he has not said anything of consequence. However, if he said: My 
head is a nazirite, or: My liver is a nazirite, he is a nazirite. This is 
the principle: If one accepted naziriteship by means of an entity 
upon which life depends, i.e., a limb or a body part that he cannot 
survive without, he is a nazirite. Conversely, ifhe mentioned part 
of the body that is not essential for life, he is not a nazirite. In this 
case, as he referred to his hair, which is certainly not a vital part of 
him, he should not be a nazirite. 


Rav Yehuda said that it means that he said like this; this is what 
he intended: Let my mouth be like his mouth" with regard to 
abstention from wine," and my hair be like his hair with regard to 
abstention from cutting it. 


§ The mishna taught that if a woman said: I am hereby a nazirite, 
and her husband heard and said: And I, he cannot nullify her 
vow. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: When a husband 
nullifies the vow of his wife, does he uproot his wife’s vow, making 
it as though she never vowed, or perhaps he merely severs” her vow 
from that point onward, but her vow was still in effect until he nul- 
lified it? The Gemara asks: What difference is there" resulting from 
this dilemma? 


The Gemara explains that the difference is with regard to a woman 
who vowed to be a nazirite, and another woman heard and said: 
And I, and the husband of the first woman heard and nullified 
her vow. If you say that the husband uproots the vow entirely, the 
vow of that second woman should also be dissolved, as she associ- 
ated herself with a non-existent vow. And if you say he severs it 
from this point, the vow of his wife is dissolved, but the other 
woman remains bound by her vow, as the first vow was intact when 
she associated herself with it. What, then, is the answer to this 
dilemma? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the statement of the mishna: 
If she said: I am hereby a nazirite, and her husband heard and 
said: And I, he cannot nullify her vow. And if it should enter your 
mind that the husband severs the vow from that moment onward, 
let him nullify the vow for his wife and he will remain bound by 
his vow," since if the vow is not nullified retroactively, her vow 
was intact when he associated himself with it. Rather, must one 
not conclude from the mishna that the husband uproots the 
vow entirely, which means he would also uproot his own vow by 
nullifying hers, and that is why he is unable do so? 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

My hand is a nazirite, etc. — 131 t 1: One who says: 
My hand is a nazirite, or: My foot is a nazirite, his statement 
is of no consequence. If he said: My head is a nazirite, or: 
My liver is a nazirite, he is a nazirite. This is the principle: 
If he mentions any limb whose removal would lead to 
his death, he is a nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 1:16). 


Let my mouth be like his mouth with regard to absten- 
tion from wine — 13 V333: If one vowed to be a nazirite 
and another said: My mouth is like his mouth with regard 
to wine, or: My hair is like his hair with regard to cutting, 
the second person is also a nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 2:4). 


He severs — 198 1373: When a husband or father nullifies 
the vow of a wife or daughter he does not uproot it ret- 
roactively but merely from that moment onward. Conse- 
quently, if a wife vowed and another person took a vow 
by associating himself with her vow, and her husband 
subsequently nullified her vow, her vow is dissolved but 
the second person remains bound by his vow. The Shakh 
explains the Rambam's opinion, as his wording indicates 
the opposite conclusion (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 13:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 234:51, 37). 


Let my mouth be like his mouth — v33 +5 MWY»: Some com- 
mentaries explain that he explicitly adds: With regard to the 
prohibition of wine (Commentary on Nazir). The reason the vow 
takes effect is that he himself can vow by saying: Let my mouth 
be prohibited from wine, etc., and therefore he can associate 
himself with the vow of another in a similar manner (Rabbi 
Avraham min HaHar). Others maintain that even if he did not 
actually mention wine, as his friend has just vowed naziriteship 
he clearly intends to prohibit himself from consuming wine and 
shaving, like the other person (Josafot). This is no worse than 
intimations of naziriteship (see Chapter One). 


What difference is there — 73° 753 rnb: The commen- 
taries point out that the Gemara could have added further 
differences, e.g., whether a woman is liable to receive lashes 
for drinking wine if her husband later nullifies her vow, and 
likewise whether she must bring the offerings of an impure 
nazirite if she became ritually impure before he nullifies the vow 


(Tosafot). Some commentaries explain that the Gemara stated 
this particular difference of one woman stating: And |, after 
hearing the vow of naziriteship of another woman because it 
involves the extension of a vow, and the Gemara wanted to cite 
a similar proof from the mishna (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). 


Let him nullify for his wife and he will remain bound by 
his vow — aon XIT inv a0: The plain meaning of this 
statement is that if the husband merely severs the vow from this 
point onward, since she was a nazirite beforehand he can nullify 
her vow without affecting his own. However, if the husband 
uproots the vow entirely he would thereby be attempting to 
uproot his own vow, which he made dependent on hers, and 
one cannot, or according to the opinion of Tosafot may not, 
nullify his own vow in any manner. 

Some commentaries ask: This principle that one cannot 
nullify his own vows applies only to one who vows and then 
nullifies the vow himself. By contrast, in this case the husband 


did not nullify his vow but merely that of his wife. Although it 
is true that ultimately he nullifies his own vow as well, there 
is no reason why this should prevent him from nullifying 
his wife's vow or why this act should be prohibited (Tosafot). 
Consequently, they suggest a more complex interpretation: If 
the husband uproots the vow, his statement: And |, must be 
considered a confirmation of her vow, as otherwise he would 
nullify his own vow when he nullifies hers, which would mean 
that his statement was of no consequence. For this reason he 
cannot nullify her vow, as he has already upheld it. 

Conversely, if the husband severs the vow only from this 
moment onward, his addition of: And |, is not an absolute con- 
firmation of her vow, as his own vow would not be affected 
even if he were to nullify hers in respect to the future. Conse- 
quently, he has not upheld her vow and therefore he can nullify 
it later (Josafot; Commentary on Nazir; see Meiri). 
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NOTES 

If the animal was his - magan ans bw Dx: Since the 
animal belonged to the husband, from the outset he gave 
it to her only to be used as an offering. Consequently, 
once it is established that she does not need the animal 
she no longer owns it, which means the sanctity of the 
animal is canceled as well (Josafot, based on 24a). Tosafot 
add that even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
that a husband is obligated to provide his wife with all 
the offerings she requires, this halakha applies only to 
her obligations, not to an animal that she does not need. 


Since she requires no atonement - 7193 7°1¥ KT: 
Once her husband has nullified her vow she is no longer 
in need of atonement, which means the animal is con- 
sidered like a sin-offering whose owner has died, and 
therefore it is left to die (Commentary on Nazir). Some 
commentaries maintain that by right, no sanctity should 
apply to the animal at all, as she does not require atone- 
ment; however, as her act of consecration was valid at the 
time, the Sages decreed that the animal should not return 
to its initial state, and instead it should be considered 
like an offering whose owner has died. This decree was 
established to prevent people from treating consecrated 
objects lightly (Rid). 

Other commentaries had a variant reading of the text: 
Since she requires atonement (Josafot). They explain that 
her very acceptance of naziriteship is considered a sin 
due to her self-denial, in accordance with Rabbi Elazar 
HaKappar's dictum (19a) that a nazirite is called a sinner. 
Therefore, she still requires atonement, and consequently 
he animal is sacred. When her husband nullifies her vow, 
since in practice she can no longer bring the animal for 
her atonement, it is considered an animal whose owner 
has died without gaining atonement. 


HALAKHA 


A sin-offering whose owners have died - nyw nxon 
whys: A sin-offering whose owner has died must be left 
to die (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
41). 
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The Gemara refutes this argument: No; actually, one can say 
that the husband severs the vow from that point onward. And 
if there were no other points to consider, by right the mishna 
should have taught that he can nullify her vow for her; and 
this is the reason why he cannot nullify it: Since he said to her: 
And I, he is considered like one who said: It is upheld for you, 
and once a husband has upheld his wife’s vow he can no longer 
nullify it. Consequently, if he requested to have his upholding 
dissolved by a Sage, he can nullify her vow, and ifnot, he cannot 
nullify it. Consequently, the ruling of the mishna does not resolve 
the dilemma. 


The Gemara cites another mishna (24a): Come and hear: With 
regard to a woman who vowed to be a nazirite and separated 
her animal for this purpose (see Numbers 6:13-14), and after- 
ward her husband nullified her vow, which means that she is no 
longer obligated to bring an offering, if the animal was his," 
which he had given to her, it is as though it were never conse- 
crated at all, and it shall go out and graze among the flock like a 
regular, non-consecrated animal, until it becomes blemished. 
And if the animal was hers, and it was designated for a sin- 
offering, it must be placed in isolation for it to die, in accordance 
with the general halakha that a sin-offering that may not be 
sacrificed must be left to die. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty from this mishna: And if it 
should enter your mind that the husband uproots the vow, 
the sin-offering should be released as a non-sacred animal, in 
accordance with the halakha of a sin-offering of a nazirite whose 
vow was nullified (31a). Rather, must one not conclude from 
the mishna that the husband merely severs the vow, which 
means that she was a nazirite when she separated the animal, 
and therefore it is consecrated? 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Actually, I could say to you that 
the husband uproots the vow, and this is the reason for the 
above ruling: Since she requires no atonement," as the vow 
is no longer in effect, this animal is treated as a sin-offering 
whose owners have died," and it is learned as a tradition that 
a sin-offering whose owners have died must be left to die. 


The Gemara continues to cite relevant sources. Come and hear 
the following mishna (23a): With regard to awoman who vowed 

to be a nazirite and nevertheless was drinking wine and render- 
ing herself ritually impure by contact with the dead, she incurs 

the forty lashes for violating a Torah prohibition. The Gemara 

analyzes this mishna: What are the circumstances of this case? 

If we say that her husband did not nullify her vow, need this be 

said that she is liable to receive lashes? After all, every nazirite 

who transgresses their vow incurs lashes. 


Rather, it is obvious that the husband nullified her vow. And if 
it should enter your mind that the husband uproots his wife's 
vow, why does she incur the forty lashes? It is as though she never 
vowed at all. Rather, must one not conclude from the mishna 
that the husband severs the vow, and therefore she is liable for 
her earlier transgression? 


The Gemara refutes this argument: Actually, I could say to you 
that the husband uproots the vow, and the reason that the 
mishna teaches in this manner is due to the fact that the tanna 
teaches in the latter clause of the mishna: If the husband nulli- 
fied her vow and she did not know, and she was drinking wine 
and rendering herself ritually impure by contact with the dead, 
she does not incur the forty lashes, despite her intention to 
sin, as she did not commit a transgression in practice. 
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For this reason the tanna also taught: She incurs, in the first clause, 
despite the fact that this teaches no novelty. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a proof from a 
baraita: With regard to a woman who vowed to be a nazirite" 
and she became ritually impure, and afterward her husband 
nullified her vow, she brings the bird sin-offering," and she does 
not bring the bird burnt-offering. And if it should enter your 
mind that the husband severs her vow, let her also bring the bird 
burnt-offering, to complete the atonement for becoming ritually 
impure when she was a nazirite. This indicates that the husband 
uproots the vow, which is why she is not required to bring the 
bird burnt-offering. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: Rather, what then? Will you say 
that the husband uproots the vow entirely? If so, she should also 
not bring the bird sin-offering. The Gemara answers: So too, she 
should not have to bring the bird sin-offering either, but in accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar HaKappar." 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar HaKappar the 
esteemed says: What is the meaning when the verse states: “And 


make atonement for him, for that he sinned by reason of the soul” 


(Numbers 6:11)? And with which soul did this nazirite sin? Rather, 
because he deprived himself of wine he is therefore called a 
sinner. And are not these matters inferred a fortiori: And if this 
one, who deprived himself only of wine, is nevertheless called a 
sinner, in the case of one who deprives himself of everything by 
fasting or other acts of mortification, all the more so is he labeled 
a sinner. According to this opinion, she brings a sin-offering to 
atone for uttering the vow itself, despite the fact that her husband 
later uprooted it entirely. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution, as it is taught 
in a baraita (Tosefta 3:10) explicitly: With regard to a woman who 
vowed to be a nazirite, and another woman heard her and said: 
And L" and the husband of the first one came and nullified her 
vow, she is permitted and the other woman is prohibited. One 
can learn from this that the husband severs the vow rather than 
uproots it. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


A woman who vowed to be a nazirite, etc. - TWX 
"931 PA TVW: If a woman who took a vow of nazirite- 
ship became ritually impure during her term, and 
afterward her husband heard of her vow and nullified 
it, she must bring an offering for her impurity. Some 
commentaries maintain that this is in accordance with 
the opinion that a husband uproots his wife's vows 
(Mishne LaMelekh). According to the conclusion of the 
Gemara that he merely severs the vows from that point 
onward, she must also bring the burnt-offering, and 
apparently the guilt-offering as well. The Jerusalem Tal- 
mud indicates likewise (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 9:11). 


And another heard her and said, and |, etc. - nyaw) 
ADINI TYAN ANYIN: In a case of a woman who took 
a vow of naziriteship, and another heard her and associ- 
ated himself with her vow by saying: And |, if the father 
or husband of the first woman later heard of her vow 
and nullified it, hers is nullified but the second woman 
remains bound by her vow. The reason is that the 
husband or father does not uproot the vow entirely, as 
opposed to a halakhic authority, who dissolves a vow. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
first tanna (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 13:15 
and Mishne LaMelekh there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
234:51). 


She brings the bird sin-offering — ipa nxen nw: The 
commentaries explain that this is not considered a sin-offering 
whose owner has died, despite the cancelation of her nazirite- 
ship, as the tradition that a sin-offering of this kind must be 
left to die applies only to animals, not to birds (Commentary 
on Nazir). 


It is Rabbi Elazar HaKappar — K7 "SpA awhy ya: Although 
it was stated earlier (21a) that even according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar the sin-offering must be left to die, 
because it was consecrated to a certain extent and therefore it 
is considered like a sin-offering whose owner has died, there 
is a difference between the two cases. There, the Gemara was 
referring to the offerings of a pure nazirite, whose sin is not so 
severe, whereas here it is speaking of a nazirite who became 
impure. Since she has sinned twice (see 21a), the sin-offering 
is not considered as one whose owner has died (Rabbeinu 
Peretz, following Rosh, in Shita Mekubbetzet). Others explain 
that the Gemara there was referring to an animal sin-offering, 


whereas here it is dealing with a bird sin-offering (Commentary 
on Nazir). 

Alternatively, this refers to a woman who had already sepa- 
rated her offerings, and therefore the sin-offering is brought 
and sacrificed (Rabbeinu Peretz, citing Josafot). Yet others main- 
tain that even if she had not set aside an offering, since she 
became impure and repeated her sin she requires atonement, 
and consequently she must set aside and bring a sin-offering. 


Come and hear, as it is taught explicitly - K907 yaw xa 
x74: The commentaries note that whereas the conclusion 
of the Gemara's analysis of the previous baraita was that the 
husband uproots the vow, here the Gemara proceeds to resolve 
this difficulty in the opposite manner, without addressing the 
contradiction (Tosafot). They answer that there is in fact a dif- 
ference of opinion between the baraitot, as the first baraita is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, who 
maintains that the husband uproots the vow, whereas the 
unattributed opinion in the subsequent baraita states that he 


severs it. Others contend that the previous baraita can in fact 
be explained in accordance with the opinion that the husband 
severs the vow, and the reason why she does not bring the 
burnt-offering is that its purpose is to render her fit to observe 
naziriteship in purity, which is inapplicable in this case (Rosh). 

Alternatively, she does not bring the burnt-offering, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, that the burnt-offering is an essential 
element of a nazirite’s offerings (18b), and she is therefore 
exempt from it if she is not an actual nazirite. As for the sin- 
offering, she is required to bring it because it is a bird-offering, 
which is sacrificed even in cases of uncertainty, especially in 
light of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar's statement that she requires 
atonement (Rabbeinu Todros; Meiri). Yet others say that she 
must bring a sin-offering because she was still a nazirite when 
she became impure and she therefore requires atonement. By 
contrast, the burnt-offering is part of her naziriteship offerings, 
from which she is exempted by her husband's nullification of 
her vow (Rid). 
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BACKGROUND 


Peace-offering — onbw mat: Male and female cattle 
or sheep may be sacrificed as peace-offerings. As 
offerings of lesser sanctity, they may be slaughtered 
anywhere within the Temple courtyard. Their blood 
is sprinkled on the two opposite corners of the altar 
in such a manner that it will descend on each of the 
altar’s four sides. Part of each peace-offering is burned 
on the altar, and part is given to the priests, namely the 
breast and the right hind leg. The remainder is eaten 
by the individual bringing the offering, with his family, 
anywhere in the city of Jerusalem. The time frame for 
consumption of the offering is either on the day the 
animal is sacrificed, the following day, or during the 
intervening night. With the exception of the Festival 
peace-offering and a few other cases, peace-offerings 
are brought voluntarily, i.e., they are gift offerings. 


HALAKHA 


This is forbidden to me like the flesh of a peace- 
offering - onby nat was by om: If one has sacred 
meat before him, even if it is the flesh of a peace- 
offering after its blood was sprinkled, and he says: This 
item is to me like this meat, then the item in question 
is forbidden, as he meant the fundamental, forbidden 
aspect of the meat. Although the dilemma of Rami bar 
Hama was left unresolved by the Gemara, the Rambam 
rules stringently, as this uncertainty involves a Torah 
prohibition. Conversely, the Ramban and many other 
authorities maintain that this man is referring to the 
permitted state of the meat (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nedarim 1:15). 
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The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon says that if the second woman 
said to her, after hearing her vow of naziriteship: I am hereby like you, 
in that case they are both permitted. Since the second woman made 
her naziriteship entirely dependent on that of the first, the nullification 
of the first woman’s vow cancels the second naziriteship as well. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said: This problem, with regard to one 
who associated himself with the vow of a woman whose naziriteship 
was later nullified, is in essence the same as the dilemma of Rami 
bar Hama" concerning a different issue. As Rami bar Hama raises a 
dilemma: If someone said about a certain object: This is forbidden to 
me like the flesh of a peace-offering," what is the halakha? Is this a 
vow or not? 


The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: When a person 
associates himself with a prohibition by means of another object, does 
he associate himself with it by its fundamental state? In this case, 
this would mean that he has associated himself with an article from 
which it is prohibited to benefit, as the flesh of a peace-offering is forbid- 
den before its blood is sprinkled. Consequently, the vow would take 
effect. Or perhaps one associates himself with the item by its eventual 
permitted state [bitzenana]," and as the flesh of a peace-offering may 
be eaten after the sprinkling of its blood, the vow is ineffective. This 
question is apparently analogous to the issue of the second woman’s 
vow: Is she referring to the fundamental, initial state of the first vow, 
before its nullification, or to its later, permitted state, after it is has 
been dissolved? 


The Gemara refutes this argument: Are the two cases comparable?" 
There, since he said: It is forbidden to me like the flesh of a peace- 
offering, even though after its blood has been sprinkled it can be 
eaten outside the courtyard, nevertheless it is sacred" to a certain 
extent, which means that his vow is referring to a forbidden object. 
However, here, if it should enter your mind that the second woman 
associates herself with the object’s permitted state, her husband has 
nullified her vow, and therefore there is no vow at all, which renders 
the statement of the second woman meaningless. Some say that this 
last refutation is not accepted. In their opinion, the dilemma concerning 
two women who vowed is certainly similar to that of Rami bar Hama. 


This is the dilemma of Rami bar Hama — sam 12 7171997 NNT: 
The early commentaries suggest two basic explanations of this 
issue. According to one opinion, Mar Zutra is referring to the 
discussion on the previous amud with regard to whether a hus- 
band uproots or severs a vow. He maintains that the previous 
explanation of the conflicting baraitot, including the conclusion 
that the husband severs the vow, is debatable, as the entire 
issue can be resolved in light of Rami bar Hama’s dilemma (Rosh, 
citing Rabbeinu Tam; Ri, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 

The resolution is as follows: Everyone agrees that the hus- 
band in fact uproots the vow, which means that his wife is not 
liable to receive lashes. However, one who associates himself 
with the vow of another does so with regard to the vow itself. 
Consequently, even if the first woman's vow is nullified, the 
second woman remains bound by her vow, as the question of 
the Gemara concerning the nature of a husband's nullification 
does not affect the case of a woman who associates herself with 
the vow of another. Others explain that even according to the 
opinion that a husband uproots the vows of his wife, this does 
not mean that it is as though the vow was never uttered, as is 
the case when a halakhic authority dissolves a vow. Rather, the 
husband uproots her obligation to fulfill the vow. Since the vow 
continues to exist it is possible that another person can vow by 
reference to it even afterward (Beit HaLevi). 
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Many commentaries question these interpretations and 
prefer the explanation of Rabbi Moshe of Evreux. In his opin- 
ion, Mar Zutra does not disagree with the conclusion that the 
husband severs the vow, as he is merely attempting to resolve 
Rami bar Hama's dilemma by citing a baraita which indicates 
that one associates himself with a vow by the fundamental 
status of the other person. 


Its permitted state [bitzenana] - xja¥a: The term tzenana 
literally means cold. In this context the reference is to an end 
state, just as a hot item eventually turns cold (Commentary 
on Nazir). Others explain that the prohibition has cooled and 
become permitted (Shita Mekubbetzet; Rosh). 


Are they comparable — »3% "3: In the case of one who vows 
by associating an item with the flesh of a peace-offering, even 
if he referred to its permitted state his statement is not devoid 
of meaning, as the meat retains a measure of sanctity even 
after the sprinkling of the blood. By contrast, with regard to 


two women who vowed naziri 
associated herself with the initial 
there is no vow to speak of at al 


eship, if the second woman 
vow after it has been nullified, 
, and therefore her statement 


is of no account (Commentary on Nazir). Consequently, even 


if she refers to the fundamental 
is unaffected by the resolution o 


state of the vow, the halakha 
Rami bar Hama's dilemma. 


It is sacred — wtp wpa: For example, the flesh of a peace- 
offering can be eaten only for two days and the intervening 
night (Commentary on Nazir), and may not be removed from 
Jerusalem (Tosafot). Similarly, it may not be eaten by ritually 
impure people or by gentiles. Maharatz Hayyut asks: Even if 
the flesh of a peace-offering does retain a certain measure of 
sanctity after the sprinkling, this is not the sanctity of a vow; 
rather, it stems from a prohibition, and one cannot associate 
himself with a vow by means of a prohibition. How, then, does 
the vow take effect? 

Some commentaries explain that if one associates himself 
with the end state of the meat there is in fact no vow here at all, 
and the vow would not take effect. Consequently, it is likely that 
he is referring to the fundamental state of the meat. However, 
as he might mistakenly believe that one can take a vow and 
associate himself with a prohibition by referring to the meat 
of an offering after the sprinkling of its blood, it is necessary to 
inquire after his intention. By contrast, in the case of naziriteship, 
once the husband has nullified his wife's vow it no longer exists 
at all, and therefore no one would commit an error of this kind, 
and the other woman must certainly have been referring to the 
fundamental vow (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: If the second woman said to the first who vowed 
naziriteship: I am hereby a nazirite in your footsteps," and the 
husband of the first woman subsequently nullified her vow, what 
is the halakha of the second woman? Again the Gemara clarifies 
the two sides of the question: Does the statement: I am hereby a 
nazirite in your footsteps, mean in all matters, and therefore her 
vow is dissolved, as the vow of the first woman was ultimately 
nullified; or perhaps this statement is referring to her status before 
her husband nullified her vow, and therefore the second woman 
is bound by her vow? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear an answer to this question 
from the mishna: With regard to a woman who vowed to be 
a nazirite and her husband heard and said: And I,‘ he cannot 
nullify her vow with which he associated himself, as he would 
thereby be canceling his own vow. And if it should enter your 
mind that when he says to her: I am hereby a nazirite in your 
footsteps, he associates himself with the fundamental state of the 
vow, and it does not mean that they should be linked throughout, 
in that case let him nullify her vow and uphold his. In this manner 
the husband remains bound by his own vow while nullifying his 
wife's vow. 


Rather, must one not conclude from it that he associates himself 
with all matters of the vow, and therefore in his case he cannot 
nullify’ her vow, as he would thereby be nullifying his own, but 
with regard to a woman who said: I am hereby a nazirite in your 
footsteps, she is also permitted by the nullification of the first vow? 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No; actually, it is possible that 
one associates himself with the fundamental state of the vow, and 
here, in the case of a husband, there is a different reason that he 
cannot nullify the vow. Since he says to her: And I, he is consid- 
ered to have said: It is upheld for you, as his own vow indicates 
his acceptance ofhers. And therefore, ifhe requests from a halakhic 
authority the dissolution of his upholding of her vow, he can nul- 
lify her vow, and if he does not submit this request he cannot 
nullify his wife’s vow. 


§ The mishna teaches that ifa husband said: Iam hereby a nazirite 
and you, and his wife said: Amen, he can nullify her vow and his 
remains intact. And the Gemara raises a contradiction to this from 
a baraita ( Tosefta 3:5): With regard to one who said to his wife: I 
am hereby a nazirite and you, and she said: Amen, they are both 
bound by their vows; and if she did not answer: Amen, they are 
both permitted, because he made his vow dependent on her vow. 
In other words, he meant that he would be a nazirite on the condi- 
tion that she too accept naziriteship upon herself. This baraita 
teaches that if she says: Amen, he cannot nullify her vow, which 
apparently contradicts the ruling of the mishna. 


Rav Yehuda said: Teach the baraita by emending it so that it reads: 
He can nullify hers and his remains intact, like the mishna, rather 
than: They are both bound by their vows. Abaye said: You can 
even say that the baraita should be read as it teaches, without 
emending it, as there is a difference between the two cases. The 
baraita is referring to a case where he said to her in a single clause: 
Iam hereby a nazirite and you," as he makes his vow dependent 
on her vow. Consequently, if she is not a nazirite, his vow is also 
canceled. 


He said to her, I am hereby a nazirite and you — 977 ay WPT 
NI: Ifa husband vowed and applied the same vow to his wife, 
and she answered: Amen, he cannot nullify her vow, as stated in 
the baraita. However, if he said to her: | am hereby a nazirite, and 
would you like to be a nazirite like me, he can nullify her vow; 


HALAKHA 


and if he does so, his own vow is also canceled, as he made it 
dependent on hers. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Abaye, following his reading of the mishna: And his is nullified 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nedarim 13:13-14 and Lehem Mishne 
there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 234:54). 


NOTES 

In your footsteps [be‘ikvayikh] - 7paprva: Some com- 
mentaries contend that this expression canbe explained 
in two ways (Josafot). On the one hand it can mean in 
your footsteps; following you, which indicates that her 
vow will be similar to that of the first woman. On the 
other hand it can also mean due to you, which would 
indicate a full acceptance of naziriteship. Others read 
be'ikarayikh, and explain the question of the Gemara as 
follows: Does this ikar, the fundamental, central aspect, 
refer to the prohibition that applies to the first woman, 
which means that the vow of the second one will lapse 
when that of the first one is nullified? Alternatively, per- 
haps this ikar refers to the main issue involved, i.e., the 
naziriteship itself; if so, the vow of the second woman is 
not dependent on that of the first (Meiri). 


And said, and | — 381 12%): The phrase: And |, can 
more easily be explained as referring to the fundamen- 
al state of the vow than: In your footsteps, although 
his expression can also be explained in that manner 
Commentary on Nazir). Others maintain that unlike 
he case of a second woman, when a husband says: 
And |, it is as though he explicitly said: And | am in your 
footsteps, as he knows that he has the power to nullify 
her vow (Tosafot). 


n his case he cannot nullify — 392 °% xt xm: The 
reason is either that he is prohibited from doing so, or 
hat he cannot nullify it because he would thereby be 
desecrating his own vow. See NOTES on 21b. 
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HALAKHA 

And she was drinking wine, etc. — ^3) a ANI ADM: 
f a woman who took a vow proceeded to transgress 
her vow before her father or husband nullified it, even 
if they later did so as soon as they heard of the vow, she 
is liable to receive lashes or bring an offering, as appro- 
priate, for her previous actions. This follows the ruling 
of the mishna, in accordance with the Gemara’s earlier 
conclusion that a husband severs his wife's vows from 
hat moment onward (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 12:19). 


And she did not know that her husband had nulli- 
fied, etc. — ay Abya mb ram mvp xd vem: Ifa woman 
took a vow and her father or husband nullified her vow 
without her knowledge, and she purposely transgressed 
her vow or oath, she is exempt from lashes incurred 
for violating a Torah prohibition. However, the court 
administers lashes of rebelliousness for her intention 
to sin. The Rambam maintains that Rabbi Yehuda does 
not disagree with the first tanna but merely adds to his 
statement (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:18 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 


Lashes for rebelliousness [makat mardut] - nan 
mty: There are several opinions as to the meaning 
of the term mardut in this context. Some understand 
it to be related to the term mered, meaning rebellion 
(see | Samuel 20:30), and accordingly, these are lashes 
administered to one who rebels against God. Others 
relate it to a term for punishment, and accordingly, these 
are lashes administered to punish a sinner. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Akiva - xap% 131: Akiva ben Yosef was one of 
he greatest of the tanna'im. He lived during the period 
just after the destruction of the Second Temple until the 
bar Kokheva revolt. 

According to the Sages, Rabbi Akiva began his stud- 
ies at the age of forty, when Rachel, the daughter of 
he wealthy Kalba Savua, agreed to marry him on the 
condition that he would go and study Torah. Rabbi Akiva 
became the student of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya. Ultimately, he became 
a great scholar, with twenty-four thousand students of 
his own. 

Rabbi Akiva's foremost students included Shimon 
ben Azzai and Shimon ben Zoma, with whom he studied 
esoteric elements of the Torah. Later, he taught Rabbi 
Meir and Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, among others. He 
initially supported bar Kokheva's revolt against the 
Roman authorities, declaring him the Messiah. Even 
when Hadrian banned the study of Torah, Rabbi Akiva 
continued assembling Jews and teaching Torah. Finally, 
he was captured and executed. He is listed as one of 
the ten martyrs. 

Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic teachings and 
strove to organize the Oral Torah systematically. The work 
done by Rabbi Akiva and his students served as the basis 
for the Mishna, later redacted by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and his disciples. 


MYY td vase pap - pram 
bw me D 937 DWA NA AN) 
Dp un 


aop a Mw mw IT 
mon - ony navm pa ATW 
bya a 397 vate NY NiD 
ann bya > Dw ayy x xm) 
ring - pong gaye na mw 
UN ATTY ILDYDNYI NY NAD 
NIDN- DYIINT MX Maat TPY ON 
DANN 


nyo “MDT AWN” paan 77D) 
Kbm Jya ab som TPRI Ah 
TEIP NIY A DNT YT 

Kainin 


mt pips byx KIP IIA MID 
iva niby mame ama:n ny 
pyu- a waita toy in wa 
ia nibyd manan amber ma 
by - vi wa ta ny in wa 

Imma3) Ta NY 


yp xy six mms 1973 xyes 
ÑY KUN OWN) 


aby wa imwa iby maniw anm 
Pap nann iaa mg wa ina no 
xp wax - 9m by pad jaw by 
ia nibyh MaMw on "iy Kb 
by - vin wa ima mov vin wa 

mAT IX 


And the mishna is referring to a case where he said to her in the 
form of a question: I am hereby a nazirite, and what about you? 
This indicates that he himself has completely accepted his nazirite- 
ship, and he is simply asking his wife if she would like to join him. 
Due to that reason, as he did not link his vow to hers, he may nullify 
hers and his is intact. 


MI S H N A With regard to a woman who vowed to bea 


nazirite, and she transgressed her vow since 
she was drinking wine" and rendering herself ritually impure by 
contact with the dead, she incurs the forty lashes for each of the 
Torah prohibitions she transgressed. If her husband nullified her 
vow, and she did not know that her husband had nullified" her 
vow, and she was drinking wine and rendering herself impure by 
contact with the dead, she does not incur the forty lashes, as she 
is no longer a nazirite. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if she does not 
incur the forty lashes by Torah law, she should incur lashes for 
rebelliousness [makat mardut],' an extrajudicial punishment 
imposed by the Sages, for her intention to commit a transgression, 
since she believed that it was prohibited to her. 


È E M ARA The Sages taught with regard to a verse in 


the section discussing vows: “Her husband 
has nullified them, and the Lord will forgive her” (Numbers 
30:13), that the verse is speaking of a woman whose husband nul- 
lified her vow and she did not know that he had done so. It teaches 
that if she performs the actions prohibited by the vow she requires 
atonement and forgiveness. 


And when Rabbi Akiva’ would reach this verse he would cry, 
saying: And if one who intended to pick up pork in his hand and 

eat it, and in fact he picked up the meat of a lamb in his hand and 

ate it, so that he did not in fact commit a transgression, like this 

woman who tried to sin and was unaware that her husband had 

nullified her vow, nevertheless requires atonement and forgive- 
ness, then with regard to one who intends to pick up pork in his 

hand and in fact picked up pork in his hand, all the more so does 

he require atonement. 


On a similar note, you can say and quote the following verse with 
regard to one who is liable to bring an uncertain guilt-offering, 
which is brought for a possible transgression: “Though he does not 
know it yet he is guilty, and shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 
5:17). 


This verse teaches: And ifin a case similar to one who intended to 

pick up the meat of a lamb in his hand and eat it, which is permit- 
ted, and he picked up pork in his hand and ate it, thereby sinning 

unintentionally, for example, where one took a piece" of meat with 

regard to which it is uncertain whether it is permitted fat and uncer- 
tain whether it is forbidden fat,” and he ate it, rendering him liable 

to bring a provisional guilt-offering, the verse states: “And shall 

bear his iniquity,” indicating that he requires atonement via an 

offering; then with regard to one who intends to pick up pork in 

his hand and in fact picked up pork in his hand, all the more so 

he requires atonement. 


BACKGROUND 
Forbidden fat and permitted fat — paw) abn: The dif- 
ference between permitted and forbidden fats is not 
in their physiological makeup, rather it is dependent 
upon where in the animal's body it is found. There- 
fore, it is not possible to determine whether a piece 
of fat no longer in the animal's body is permitted or 
forbidden, absent testimony from one who saw it being 
removed. 
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For example, where a piece, etc. — 131 13°NN f1a3: This dispute 
between Rabbi Akiva and Isi ben Yehuda concerns the precise 
definition of the transgression for which one is obligated to bring 


NOTES 
point he must bring a sin-offering. The Sages disagreed with 
regard to the nature of this uncertainty. According to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Akiva, one must bring a provisional guilt-offering 


a provisional guilt-o 


ering. The principle is that one must bring 


a provisional guilt-o 
transgression, for wh 


ering for the possible violation of a major 
ich one is liable to receive karet if performed 


on purpose. Even afi 


er one has brought his offering the matter 


remains uncertain until it becomes clear that he did sin, at which 


even if the uncertainty involved a single piece, i.e., it is unknown 
whether this particular piece or action was prohibited or permit- 
ted. Conversely, Isi ben Yehuda maintains that one is liable only if 
there were two pieces before him, one forbidden and the other 
permitted, and he did not know which of them he chose. 
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Isi ben Yehuda says that this verse: “Though he does not know iit yet 
he is guilty, and shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17), should be 
explained in a slightly different manner: And if in a case similar to one 
who intended to pick up the meat of a lamb in his hand and he 
picked up pork in his hand, e.g., where there were two pieces before 
him, one of forbidden fat and one of permitted fat, and he picked up 
one and ate it without knowing which of them was forbidden, it states 
with regard to him: “And shall bear his iniquity,” i.e., he is obligated 
to bring an offering; then with regard to one who intends to pick up 
pork in his hand and picked up pork in his hand, all the more so is 
he in need of atonement. 


The Gemara adds: And with regard to this matter, those who suffer 
should suffer, i.e., one can see from here the extent to which one 
requires atonement and forgiveness. 


The Gemara asks: And why do I need all these examples for the same 

idea? The Gemara answers: All of them are necessary, as had we 

taught this idea only with regard to the case of a woman, one might 

have said that it is there that she requires atonement and forgive- 
ness because at the outset her intention was to sin. However, in the 

case of one who took a piece with regard to which it was uncertain 

whether it was permitted fat and uncertain whether it was forbidden 

fat, who intended to eat permitted food, one might have said that he 

does not require atonement and forgiveness. 


And had this case concerning one who eats a piece that might be 
forbidden been stated alone, one could say that atonement is required 
in this situation, as there is possibly a prohibition present before him. 
However, with regard to a woman whose husband nullified her vow, 
where she was in fact permitted to perform the actions she performed, 
perhaps she does not require atonement and forgiveness. 


And had only these two cases been stated, I would say: It is in these 

two cases in which atonement and forgiveness are enough for them, 
as the prohibition is not established; even one who ate the piece 

that was possibly forbidden fat has not necessarily committed a sin. 
However, if there were two pieces, one of forbidden fat and one of 
permitted fat, where the prohibition is established, as there was 

definitely a forbidden piece before him and nevertheless he proceeded 

to eat one of them, one might have said that atonement and forgive- 
ness should not suffice for him. Isi ben Yehuda therefore teaches us 

that there, it is no different, as even this individual is included in the 

verse: “And he shall be forgiven” (Leviticus 5:18). 


§ Rabba bar bar Hanna said that Rabbi Yohanan said: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “For the paths of the Lord are 
right, and the just walk in them, but transgressors stumble over 
them” (Hosea 14:10)? How can the same path lead to such different 
outcomes? This is comparable to two people who roasted their 
Paschal offerings on Passover eve, in the proper manner. One ate it 
for the sake of the mitzva, and one ate it for the sake of excessive 
eating." This one, who ate it for the sake of the mitzva, has fulfilled: 
“And the just walk in them,” while that one, who ate it for the 
sake of excessive eating, is described by the end of the verse: “But 
transgressors stumble over them.” 


Reish Lakish said to Rabba bar bar Hanna: You call this individual 
wicked? Even though he had not performed the mitzva in the 
optimal manner when he eats this Paschal offering, he has at least 
performed the mitzva of the Paschal offering. Rather, this is com- 
parable to two people; this one has his wife and sister in the same 
house with him, and that one has his wife and sister with him. 
Each husband arrives home and engages in sexual intercourse with 
one of the women. This one happened upon his wife, and that 
one happened upon his sister. This one, who happened upon his 
wife, is described by the phrase “And the just walk in them,’ and that 
one, who happened upon his sister, is described by the phrase “But 
transgressors stumble over them.” 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 

For the sake of excessive eating - moray ow) 
moa: The Magen Avraham, citing Roke‘ah, com- 
ments that on the first night of Passover, it is 
prohibited to eat the afikoman in a forced man- 
ner when one is full, as this is a fulfillment of 
the verse “Transgressors stumble over them” 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 47611). 
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This file may not 


mais 


ot over the vav of the phrase “and when she arose [uvekumah]” as it 


appears in a Torah scroll 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is it comparable? We said one path; 
i.e., two people follow the same path by performing the very same 
action with two different outcomes; whereas here there are two 
paths. Each person engaged in sexual intercourse with a different 
relative and therefore they cannot be said to have followed the same 
path. Rather, it is comparable to Lot and his two daughters, who 
were with him. They, who intended to engage in sexual intercourse 
with him for the sake of a mitzva, as they thought that the entire 
world was destroyed and wished to preserve the human race, are 
described in the first part of the verse: “And the just walk in them.” 
He who intended to act for the sake of a transgression is described 
by the last part: “But transgressors stumble over them.” 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps Lot too intended that his actions 
should be for the sake ofa mitzva? The Gemara answers: This was 
not the case, as Rabbi Yohanan said with regard to Lot: This entire 
verse: “And Lot lifted up his eyes, and saw all the plain of the Jordan, 
that it was well watered everywhere” (Genesis 13:10), is stated with 
regard to the sin of licentiousness. Since this verse teaches that Lot 
was a lustful man, it can therefore be assumed he meant to sin with 
his daughters as well. 


Rabbi Yohanan explains: “And Lot lifted up his eyes” employs the 
same expression as a verse that refers to Joseph's temptation: “That 
his master’s wife lifted up her eyes” (Genesis 39:7), which is clearly 
referring to sin. The phrase used in reference to Lot, “his eyes,” is 
stated similarly to Samson's appraisal of the Philistine girl he sought 
to marry: “For she is pleasing in my eyes” (Judges 14:3). 


Rabbi Yohanan continues to interpret the verse as a series of refer- 
ences to licentiousness. The phrase “and saw” is reminiscent of the 

verse dealing with Jacob’s daughter Dinah: “And Shechem, the son 

of Hamor the Hivite, saw her and he took her, and lay with her” 
(Genesis 34:2). The verse continues: “All the plain [kikar] of the 

Jordan,” which alludes to the verse: “For on account of a harlot a 

man is brought to a loaf [kikar] of bread” (Proverbs 6:26). The 

last part of the verse: “That it was well watered everywhere,” 
recalls: “I will go after my lovers, who give me my bread and my 

water, my wool and my flax, my oil and my drink” (Hosea 2:7). 


The Gemara asks: But Lot was forced to participate in the sexual 
intercourse, as he was asleep at the time; how can he be considered 
a sinner? The Gemara answers that this is as a Sage taught in the 
name of Rabbi Yosei bar Rav Honi: Whyis there a dot" in a Torah 
scroll over the letter vav of the word “uvekumah,’ with regard to 
Lot’s elder daughter, in the verse: “And he did not know when 
she lay down and when she arose [uvekumah]” (Genesis 19:33)? 
This dot serves to say that when she lay down he did not know; 
however, when she arose he knew what she had done, as he later 
understood what had happened. 


The Gemara asks: And what could he have done about it? What 
has happened has happened; i.e., Lot could not change the past. 
The Gemara answers: The difference is that on the other, following, 
night, he should not have drunk wine again. By allowing himself 
to get drunk a second time, he showed that the end result, engaging 
in sexual intercourse with his younger daughter, was something he 
desired. 


§ Rava interpreted a verse homiletically with regard to Lot: What 
is the meaning of that which is written: “A brother offended is 
harder to be won than a strong city, 


Why is there a dot - 1373 mab: The dots that traditionally appear 


NOTES 
got up (Josafot). Others add that this does not mean that Lot had 


over certain letters of the Torah are read as a sign of erasure, indi- _ full knowledge of the event, as in that case the phrase would not 


cating a measure of uncertainty with regard to the word in ques- 
tion. In this case the phrase “and when she arose” is interpreted 
as though it were omitted, alluding to Lot's awareness when she 


have been written at all. Rather, he had a dim recollection of what 
had occurred. Consequently, he should have been more careful 
the following night (Yefat To‘ar). 
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and their contentions are like the bars of a castle” (Proverbs 

18:19)? “A brother offended is harder to be won than a strong 

city," this is Lot, called Abraham's brother (see Genesis 14:14), 
who separated from Abraham. “And their contentions are like 

the bars of a castle,” this is because Lot brought contention 

between the Jewish people and his own descendants like bars, 
which lock the gates of a castle. Just as no one can enter a locked 

castle, so too Lot’s descendants, Ammon and Moab, were pre- 
vented from joining the Jewish people, as it states: “An Ammonite 

and a Moabite shall not enter into the assembly of the Lord” 
(Deuteronomy 23:4). 


On the same issue, Rava expounded a verse homiletically, and 
some say it was Rabbi Yitzhak: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “He who separates himself seeks his own 
desire, and snarls against all sound wisdom” (Proverbs 18:1)?" 
He who separates himself seeks his own desire,’ this is Lot, who 
separated from Abraham. “And snarls [yitgala] against all sound 
wisdom,” this too describes Lot, as his shame was eventually 
revealed [nitgala] in the synagogues, when his actions recorded 
in the Torah are read in public, and in the study halls, where the 
halakhot of his descendants are taught. As we learned in a mishna: 
An Ammonite and a Moabite are prohibited" from entering the 
congregation by marrying a Jewish woman, and their prohibition 
is permanent. 


§ In relation to the preceding discussion with regard to the daugh- 
ters of Lot, who acted in a wanton manner for the sake of a mitzva, 
the Gemara cites that which Ulla said: Tamar engaged in licen- 
tious sexual intercourse with her father-in-law, Judah (see Genesis, 
chapter 38), and Zimri ben Salu also engaged in licentious sexual 
intercourse with a Midianite woman (see Numbers, chapter 25). 


Yet despite the similarity between their actions, Tamar engaged 
in licentious sexual intercourse for the sake of a mitzva, to have 
children, and therefore she merited that kings of the House of 
David descended from her. King David’s lineage traces back to 
Tamar’s son Peretz (see Ruth 4:18-22). And she also merited to be 
the ancestor of prophets, e.g., Isaiah, who was related to the royal 
family. Conversely, with regard to Zimri, who engaged in licen- 
tious sexual intercourse for the purpose of a transgression, several 
multitudes of Israel fell due to him; twenty-four thousand in a 
plague (see Numbers 25:9). This shows that a great deal depends 
on one’s intentions. 


§ Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Greater is a transgression 
committed for its own sake, i.e., for the sake of Heaven, than a 
mitzva performed not for its own sake. The Gemara questions 
this comparison: But didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rav said: A 
person should always occupy himself with Torah" and mitzvot 
even not for their own sake, as it is through acts performed not 
for their own sake that good deeds for their own sake come 
about? How, then, can any transgression be considered greater 
than a mitzva not for the sake of Heaven? 


Rather, one must emend the above statement and say as follows: 
A transgression for the sake of Heaven is equivalent to a mitzva 
not for its own sake. The proofis as it is written: “Blessed above 
women shall Yael be, the wife of Hever the Kenite, above women 
in the tent’ she shall be blessed” (Judges 5:24), and it is taught: 
Who are these “women in the tent?”™ They are Sarah, Rebecca, 
Rachel, and Leah. Yael’s forbidden intercourse with Sisera for the 
sake of Heaven is compared to the sexual intercourse in which the 
Matriarchs engaged. 


NOTES 
Than a strong city — tiy mpn: The early commen- 
taries explain that the term “strong city” alludes to 
Abraham, who is described in similar terms: “Look to 
the rock from where you were hewn and to the hole 
of the pit from where you were dug; look to Abraham 
your father” (Isaiah 51:1-2). 


Against all sound wisdom, etc. — 13) mwyn bom: 
As mentioned in several places in Proverbs (see 
Proverbs 2:7), the Torah is called: “Sound wisdom” 
Consequently, the phrase “all sound wisdom" refers 
to all parts of the Torah, both the Written Law 
and the Oral Law. Therefore, the Gemara mentions 
synagogues, in which the Written Torah is read, as 
well as the study halls, where the Oral Law is studied 
(Commentary on Nazir). 


Above women in the tent - bates mwa: The 
Gemara in tractate Sanhedrin (105b) ‘explains that 
the prefix mem, translated as “above,” does not 
necessarily mean: Better than, as in the first version 
of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s statement. Rather, it can 
be interpreted as a kind of comparison: She is like 
the women in the tent. Alternatively, it means that 
she too will receive the blessing of the women in 
the tent (Rosh). According to this interpretation, the 
mem means: From (see Birkat Rosh). 


Who are these women in the tent, etc. - WW) (X1 
^D) bawaw: The commentaries cite verses that men- 
tion each of the Matriarchs in connection to a tent 
(Tosafot). As for the basis of this comparison, some 
commentaries explain that three of the Matriarchs 
performed a mitzva not for its own sake, as each gave 
their maidservant to their husband out of jealousy, 
either of their sister or of other mothers (Commentary 
on Nazir). Others state that as the Matriarchs enjoyed 
sexual intercourse with their husbands, theirs was like 
a mitzva performed not for its own sake, whereas Yael 
derived no pleasure at all (Josafot on Yevamot 103a). 
Several later commentaries explain at length that 
the Matriarchs cannot be seen as acting other than 
for the sake of the mitzva. Rather, the Gemara means 
that Yael’s motivation was as pure as theirs. 


HALAKHA 


An Ammonite and Moabite are prohibited, etc. — 
"131 pyx rasta niay: All male Ammonites and 
Moabites are prohibited from entering into the Jew- 
ish people, i.e., they may not marry Jewish women. 
However, all females of these nations are permitted 
to marry Jews (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 12:18; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:2). 


A person should always occupy himself with Torah, 
etc. -^9 mna oN pipy» odiyd: One should always 
occupy himself with Torah, even not for its own sake, 
as by studying not for its own sake he will come to 
study for the sake of Heaven (Rambam Sefer HaMa- 
dda, Hilkhot Teshuva1o:5 and Hilkhot Talmud Torah 3:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 246:20). 
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The Gemara asks: How is it derived that Yael engaged in sexual 
intercourse with Sisera? As Rabbi Yohanan said: That wicked one, 
Sisera, engaged in seven acts of sexual intercourse with Yael at that 
time, as it is stated: “Between her feet he sunk, he fell, he lay; 
between her feet he sunk, he fell; where he sunk, there he fell down 
dead” (Judges 5:27). Each mention of falling is referring to another 
act of intercourse. 


The Gemara asks: But Yael at least enjoyed the sexual intercourse 
with him; why is the verse so effusive in her praise? Rabbi Yohanan 
said: All the good of the wicked, i.e., anything good received from 
wicked people, is nothing other than evil for the righteous, and 
therefore she certainly derived no pleasure from the act. 


The Gemara asks: From where is this principle derived? As it is 
stated in the verse that God warned Laban the Aramean, when he 
was chasing Jacob: “Guard yourself from speaking to Jacob, from 
good to evil” (Genesis 31:24). Granted, with regard to the warning 
against speaking evil, it is fine that Laban was warned not to harm 
Jacob. However, why shouldn't he say anything good to Jacob? 
Rather, must one not conclude from this verse that even Laban’s 
good is bad in Jacob’s eyes? The Gemara concludes: Learn from 
this that it is so. 


§) The Gemara returns to analyze in greater detail the above matter 
itself. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: A person should always 
occupy himself with Torah and mitzvot even not for their own 
sake, as through these acts performed not for their own sake, good 
deeds for their own sake come about. The proof for this is that 
in reward for the forty-two offerings" that the wicked Balak sac- 
rificed (see Numbers, chapter 23), although he did not do so for the 
sake of Heaven but to facilitate the cursing of the Jewish people, 
nevertheless he merited that Ruth descended from him. Not only 
was he the forebear of a righteous convert, but also of King David. 
And this is as Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: Ruth was 
the daughter of the son of Eglon," king of Moab, who descended 
from Balak, king of Moab. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: From where 

is it derived that the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not deprive 

one of even the reward for proper speech, i.e., for speaking in a 

refined manner? As while there is the case of Lot's elder daughter, 
who called her son Moab [mo‘av], which alludes to his shameful 

origins, as me‘av means: From father, and the Merciful One says to 

Moses: “Do not besiege Moab, nor contend with them in war” 
(Deuteronomy 2:9), which indicates: It is war that is not permitted; 

however, with regard to harassing, the Jews were permitted to 

harass them. 


And while there is the case of Lot’s younger daughter, who called 
her son Ben-Ami, son of my people, without explicitly mentioning 
her father. With regard to her descendants, God said to Moses: “Do 
not harass them, nor contend with them” (Deuteronomy 2:19), 
which means even as far as harassing is concerned, you may not 
harass them at all. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha said: 
A person should always come first with regard to a matter of a 
mitzva, as in reward of the one night that the elder daughter of 
Lot preceded the younger for the sake of a mitzva, 


Forty-two offerings — nizayp ov Date: The Torah states that 
Balak built seven altars in three different places, on each of which 
he sacrificed two offerings, a cow and a ram. 


The daughter of the son of Eglon - hay bw i3 na: This does 
not mean that she was actually the daughter of his son. Rather, 


NOTES 
generations (Tosafot). Eglon is mentioned here in light of the 
statement in tractate Sanhedrin (105b) that Balak was his ancestor. 
Alternatively, the reference to Eglon alludes to the fact that he 
too was rewarded and became an ancestor of Ruth's due to one 
good deed, as he arose in honor of the name of God upon Ehud 
ben Gera's arrival (see Judges 3:20). 


she was a descendant of his, as they are separated by several 
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she merited to precede the younger daughter by four genera- 
tions to the monarchy of the Jewish people. The descendants 

of Ruth the Moabite ruled over the Jewish people for four 
generations: Obed, Yishai, David, and Solomon, before the 

reign of Solomon’s son Rehoboam, whose mother was Naamah 

the Ammonite. 


MI S H N A With regard to a woman who vowed" to 
be a nazirite and separated her animals 
for her offerings of purity at the end of her term,’ and afterward 
her husband nullified her vow, which means that she is not in 
fact a nazirite, what becomes of these animals? If the animal 
was his, it shall go out and graze among the flock until it 
becomes blemished, like regular non-consecrated animals. 


And if the animal was hers, different halakhot apply to the 

various offerings: The animal she set aside as a sin-offering 
must be left to die" by being shut in an enclosed area and 

deprived of food and water, as will be explained in the Gemara. 
And the animal separated for a burnt-offering is sacrificed on 

the altar as a burnt-offering, as in any case one may bring a 

voluntary burnt-offering. As for the one designated for a peace- 
offering, it is sacrificed as a voluntary peace-offering. And this 

peace-offering is eaten for only one day, in accordance with 

the halakha of the nazirite’s peace-offering, despite the fact that 

regular peace-offerings may be eaten for two days. But the offer- 
ing does not require bread, i.e., loaves and wafers, unlike that 

of a nazirite. 


If she had unallocated funds," i.e., she had separated money for 
her offerings but had not stated which coins were designated for 
which offering, all the money will be earmarked for communal 
gift offerings." If she had allocated funds, i.e., she had decided 
which coins were for the payment of each offering, even if she 
had not yet purchased the animals, the money for the sin- 
offering is taken and cast into the Dead Sea, i.e., it must be 
destroyed, either by being thrown into the sea or by some other 
means. One may not benefit from it, as it possesses a measure 
of sanctity, but one also does not misuse property consecrated 
to the Temple with it. In other words, if one did derive benefit 
from this money he is not liable to bring an offering for misusing 
consecrated property. 


As for the money for the burnt-offering, a burnt-offering is 
brought with those coins, and one who benefits from it is liable 
for misuse of consecrated property, as it is sacred since it can be 
used toward the purchase ofa gift offering. Similarly, with regard 
to the money for a peace- offering, a peace-offering is brought 
with those coins, and it is eaten for one day and does not 
require bread. 


G E M ARA™ Gemara inquires: Who is the tanna 

who taught that a husband is not 
indebted to his wife, i.e., he is not required to provide her with 
her obligatory offerings? It is evident that the tanna of the 
mishna maintains that this is the case, as he rules that the animal 
does not remain sacred ifit belonged to her husband. Rav Hisda 
said: It is the opinion of the Rabbis. As, if it should enter your 
mind that it is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, why should an 
animal that belonged to the husband go out and graze among 
the flock until it becomes blemished? After all, the husband is 
indebted and required to give her the offerings she requires, 
which means that her consecration is valid even if she used 
his animals. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who vowed, etc. — 131 TYTY MWA: With regard 
to a woman who took a vow of naziriteship, set aside animals 
for this purpose, and afterward her husband nullified her vow, 
if the animals belonged to him they are set free to graze with 
the rest of the flock. If she had exclusive ownership of the 
animals, the sin-offering must be left to die, the burnt-offering 
is sacrificed as a burnt-offering, and the peace-offering is 
sacrificed as a peace-offering. However, this peace-offering 
must be eaten in one day and does not require bread, unlike 
standard peace-offerings (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 9:9). 


If she had unallocated funds, etc. — 1) pano niya ab yn: 
With regard to a woman who took a vow of naziriteship, set 
aside her own money to purchase the offerings, and then her 
husband proceeded to nullify her vow, if she had not specified 
which coins were for which animal, they are all used for the 
purchase of communal gift offerings. If she had specified, then 
the money for the sin-offering is cast into the Dead Sea, i.e., it 
is prohibited to benefit from it but one who does so has not 
misused sacred property. The money for the burnt-offering is 
used for the purchase of a burnt-offering. Lastly, the money for 
the peace-offering is used to buy a peace-offering, which is 
eaten for one day and does not require bread (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:10 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3). 


BACKGROUND 


A nazirite...separated her animals at the end of her term — 
Apaga Ny TNT M: A nazirite who completes the term 
of naziriteship must bring two lambs as offerings: One female 
as a sin-offering and one male as a burnt-offering, and a ram 
as a peace-offering (Numbers 6:13-21). The nazirite must be 
shorn of all hair of the head, which is burned beneath the pot 
in which the ram sacrificed as a peace-offering is cooked. 


NOTES 


The sin-offering must be left to die - nvan mxwnit: Although 
one might think that the animal should be ‘considered entirely 
non-sacred, as it was consecrated in error, this is not the case, 
as explained by the Gemara earlier (21b), in accordance with 
he variant readings and interpretations of the discussion 
here. Some commentaries explain that this is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar that a nazirite sins 
hrough the very acceptance of naziriteship, and therefore 
he animal retains a measure of sanctity and does not revert 
o its earlier state (Josafot). Others maintain that the animal 
is considered a sin-offering whose owner has gained atone- 
ment by means of another, as she is no longer in need of it 
Commentary on Nazir). In the Jerusalem Talmud it is similarly 
stated that the reason is that the husband's nullification does 
not uproot the vow entirely. Consequently, although she need 
not observe naziriteship at this stage, because the consecra- 
tion of the sin-offering was proper at the time it must now 
be left to die rather than be set free as a non-sacred animal. 


Will be earmarked for communal gift offerings - mand py: 
In other words, the money is placed in a special box in the 
Temple designated for this money (see Shekalim 6:5). The 
mishna there (6:6) explains that the money from this box 
was used for the purchase of burnt-offerings, whose hides 
went to the priests. Some commentaries maintain that in 
this case the woman herself must use the money for gift 
burnt-offerings (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


A person brings the offering of a rich man, etc. - D1% 
31 PY 1277 NI: A husband must provide all the offer- 
ings that his wife is obligated to bring. If he is poor he 
supplies the offering of a poor man; if he is rich he gives 
her those of a rich person (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 10:6). 


NOTES 


Rather, what are the circumstances, etc. — 17371 xbx 
^3: Some commentaries explain that this is the conclu- 
sion of the previous argument: The mishna cannot be 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis because 
if he did not give her the animal it is not consecrated 
at all, and if he did transfer its ownership it is entirely 
hers, and therefore the sin-offering must be left to die. 
Consequently, there is no way to explain the mishna in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Commentary 
on Nazir). According to this explanation, in this context the 
phrase: Obligated to her, means that the animal belongs 
to her. Other commentaries point out that according to 
the explanation of the Ran on Nedarim 83a, the Rabbis 
concede that the husband is obligated to fund his wife's 
offerings, and this is the meaning of this statement (Keren 
Ora). Others maintain that the Gemara there is referring to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (see Tosafot). 


Perek IV 
Daf24 Amud b 


11 NAZIR: PEREK IV: 24B: :13 aT’ PD 


KIN DIY WIN TAT 211 NAT 
ATW by vey ap 


Jey nan wng poina de 121 
oy Ph moet mame ‘yr K an 
"RIT TIT? p 


ATTON NOT DN OX KIT 
AD MDW xna - mb sauna 
wb- ab xD ba xnbona 


37 VOX PKIN JNA ONT KDN 
TAVA 9D) KOT TTP 937 NTD 
xna ab XD xnbona - ab 
xb - PIV x5- ab xD xt 

bbs a ayn 


ap = AY taywnT nT DT NIY 
TI- AD BPNT P3) AD MPSA 
Fy 


IDII Non IK WK KI] 
ne ONDE xna -m ay 
ab yD xb- ab xD xbr 


The Gemara provides the source for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: 
As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: A person 
brings the offering of a rich man" on behalf of his wife. If a 
wife is obligated to bring an offering that is different depending 
on whether she is wealthy or poor, e.g., the offering of a child- 
bearing woman, then even if she herself does not own enough to 
be considered wealthy, if her husband can afford it he must bring 
the offering of a rich person on her behalf. 


And similarly, he brings all her offerings that she is obligated to 
bring, even those whose obligation preceded their marriage. The 
reason is that he wrote to her in her marriage contract like this: I 
accept upon myself all claims of guarantee that you have upon me 
from beforehand. These obligations include her offerings. 


Rava said: You can even say that the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and nevertheless the husband is 
under no obligation ifhe nullified her vow. The reason is as follows: 
When is he obligated to bring her offerings? It is only in the case 
of a matter that is necessary for her to bring. However, in the case 
of a matter that is not necessary for her to bring, he is under no 
such obligation. Here, too, once he has nullified her naziriteship, 
she is no longer in need of this offering. 


Some say a different version of this discussion: Who is the tanna 
who taught that only a husband who nullified his wife’s vow is 
exempt from providing her offerings? Rav Hisda said that it is 
Rabbi Yehuda, and his opinion is as follows: When is he indebted 
to fund her offerings? It is in the case of a matter that is necessary 
for her to bring, but in the case of a matter that is not necessary 
for her to bring, he is under no such obligation. As, if it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, he is not mortgaged to her 
in this regard at all. 


Rather, what are the circumstances" in which he is obligated 
to provide her offering, according to the opinion of the Rabbis? 
For example, if he transferred the animal to her possession. But 
in that case, since he has transferred it to her, it is her own, which 
means that she has effectively separated the offering from her own 
property. The mishna cannot be referring to this situation, as the 
animal does not revert to a non-sacred state in a case of this kind. 
Evidently, the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


Rava said: You can even say that the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, and the reason the animal loses its 
sanctity is that even when he transfers it to her," he does so for a 
matter that is necessary for her to bring, but for a matter that is 
not necessary for her to bring, he does not transfer it to her. 


Even when he transfers it to her, etc. - 151723 ay 137123: Some 
commentaries explain that the husband said to her that the 
animal is hers if she needs it for her atonement (Commentary 
on Nazir). Others claim that if he makes an explicit condition of 
this kind, it is obvious that the acquisition is repealed if she no 
longer requires atonement. Rather, the husband simply said to 
her that he is giving her this animal for the purpose of her atone- 


NOTES 
saying that the animal is for his wife's naziriteship, the husband 
has effectively upheld her vow. How, then, can he later nullify 
it? And if he issued no stipulation at all, why isn’t the animal 
considered hers in all regards, like any gift a man gives his wife? 
He answers that the husband said to his wife that if she requires 
any animal for an offering she may take one of his (see Josafot 
and Rabbeinu Todros). 


ment (Keren Ora). Rabbeinu Peretz, citing Rabbeinu Meir, asks: By 
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§ The mishna teaches: If the animal was hers, the sin-offering 
must be left to die and the burnt-offering is sacrificed. The 
Gemara asks: She, this married woman, from where does she have 
her own property? Haven’t you said as a principle that with regard 
to any item that a woman acquires, her husband automatically 
acquires" it from her? Rav Pappa said: This is referring to a case 
where she saved it from her dough, i.e., she was able to buy the 
animal with the money she saved by eating less. And if you wish, 
say instead that another person transferred the property to her, 
and he said to her that he is doing so on the condition that your 
husband has no" rights to it. In that case the wife is the exclusive 
owner of the animal. 


§ The mishna taught that the burnt-offering is sacrificed as a 
burnt-offering and the peace-offering is sacrificed as a peace- 
offering. Shmuel said to Avuh bar Ihi: You shall not sit on your 
feet" until you say and explain to me this matter taught in a baraita: 
And these are the four rams of the nazirite’s offering that do not 
require bread to be brought with them, in contrast to the usual 
practice: His, hers, the one brought after death, and the one 
brought after the nazirite has gained atonement by means of a 
different offering. 


The Gemara clarifies this statement: Hers, this is that which we 
just said, the offering of a woman who separated an animal of her 
own before her husband proceeded to nullify her vow. His, as we 
learned in a mishna (28b): A man can vow his son to become a 
nazirite, i.e., he can apply a vow of naziriteship to his minor son, but 
a woman cannot vow her son to become a nazirite. If the son 
objects, either of his own initiative or at the behest of others, his 
father’s vow is canceled. Consequently, if the boy shaved his hair 
during the period of naziriteship, thereby demonstrating his desire 
not to bea nazirite, or if relatives shaved him, or even if the minor 
performed no action at all but simply objected, or if his relatives 
made him object, his naziriteship is canceled. 


In that case, if he had unallocated funds, which had been conse- 
crated for the child’s offerings but not designated for any particular 
offering, all the money will be earmarked for communal gift offer- 
ings. If he had allocated funds designated for a particular offering, 
the money for a sin-offering is taken and cast into the Dead Sea;* 
the money for a burnt-offering is brought as a burnt-offering, 
and one who benefits from it is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property; and the money for a peace-offering is brought as a 
peace-offering and it is eaten for one day and does not require 


bread. 


With regard to a ram that is after its owner's death, from where do 
we derive that this offering requires no bread? As it is taught in a 
mishna (Me’ila 18a): With regard to one who separates money 
for his naziriteship" without specifying an offering, he may not 
derive benefit from them, but one who benefits from it is not liable 
for misuse of consecrated property. Why is he not liable to bring 
an offering for misuse of consecrated property? It is because the 
money is fit to bring peace-offerings with all of it, and no misuse 
is effected by deriving benefit from a peace-offering until after its 
blood has been sprinkled. 


The mishna continues: If the one who set aside the money died and 
he had unallocated funds, they are all allocated for communal 
gift offerings. Ifhe left behind allocated funds, with regard to the 
money fora sin- offering, one must take it and cast it into the Dead 
Sea; one may not derive benefit from it but one who benefits from 
it is not liable for misuse of consecrated property. The money for 
a burnt-offering is brought as a burnt-offering, and one who 
benefits from it is liable for misuse of consecrated property. The 
money for a peace-offering is brought as a peace- offering, and it 
is eaten for one day and does not require bread. ‘This is the case 
of a ram after its owner’s death that does not require bread. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Any item that a woman acquires, her husband 
acquires — nbya Tap AW pY ma: If one gives a gift 
toa married woman, the item itself belongs to the woman 
but any benefit derived from it goes to her husband. The 
same applies to any money that enters her possession, 
whether by way of inheritance, lost property, or if she 
was paid a fine. In all these cases the money belongs to 
her, but the profits belong to her husband (Rambam Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Zekhiya UMattana 3:12 and Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nedarim 7:17; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 85:7). 


On the condition that your husband has no, etc. - by 
43) TH pxw nn: If one gives a gift to a married 
woman on the condition that her husband has no rights 
to it, the husband does not acquire the gift. Some authori- 
ties (Ra'avad; Rabbeinu Tam) maintain that if the giver did 
not specify what the gift was for, even if he said she may 
use it as she wishes, the husband acquires the profits 
notwithstanding the condition (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, 
Hilkhot Zekhiya UMattana 3:13 and Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 7:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 222:1). 


One who separates money for his naziriteship - waan 
inn niyn: With regard to one who separates money for 
his naziriteship without specifying for which offering they 
are to be used, it is prohibited to derive benefit from them. 
However, one who did so has not misused consecrated 
property, as all of the money is fit to be used for peace- 
offerings, which are not subject to the halakhot of misuse 
until their blood has been sprinkled on the altar. If the 
owner died, all of the money goes toward gift offerings. 
If he designated specific coins for particular offerings, the 
money for the sin-offering is taken and cast into the Dead 
Sea, i.e. it is prohibited to benefit from it but one is not 
liable for misuse if one does so; the money of the burnt- 
offering is used for a burnt-offering and one who benefits 
from it is liable for misuse of consecrated property; while 
the money of the peace-offering goes toward a peace- 
offering, which is eaten for one day and does not require 
bread (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:3 and Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 4:3). 


NOTES ——¥—____—_—_ 
You shall not sit on your feet - X72 by ann xb: The 
commentaries read this as a shortened form of: You shall 
not sit but instead you must stand on your feet and 
explain this matter to me. They interpret it in this fashion 
because the command: Sit on your feet, does not appear 
to make sense. Some suggest that it might have been the 
custom to sit on the ground cross-legged (Orah Mishor). 


BACKGROUND 


The Dead Sea - nban D: The expression: Dead Sea, can 
sometimes refer to any of the saltwater seas, as opposed 
to freshwater lakes. However, it usually refers specifically 
to the Dead Sea, also referred to in talmudic sources as 
the Sea of Sodom. Any item from which it is prohibited to 
derive benefit may be thrown into the Dead Sea, as there 
are no fishermen or people who will come to retrieve 
items thrown there. It is also possible that due to the high 
concentration of salt in the Dead Sea, items cast into it 
will become rusty and decayed in a short period of time, 
rendering them useless, as all items placed in the Dead 
Sea quickly become covered with a thick layer of salt. 


Salt-covered rock on the Dead Sea shore 
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HALAKHA 


And all the other peace-offerings of a nazirite, etc. - 
DNV nbw by agw: The peace-offerings of a nazirite that 

were slaughtered not in accordance with their mitzva or 

not for their sake are valid, but the owners have not fulfilled 

their obligation. These offerings are eaten for one day and 

one night, and they require neither bread, nor the priestly 

gifts, nor the foreleg (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
8:12 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:20). 


NOTES 
Not in accordance with their mitzva - jm xw: 
Some commentaries explain that this refers to offerings 
slaughtered not for their own sake (Tosafot, citing Rashi on 
Menahot 48b). In most cases, the fact that the slaughter- 
ing or the sprinkling of the blood was not performed for 
the sake of the appropriate offering does not invalidate it 
entirely. Rather, the offering is valid, but it does not count 
toward its owner's obligation, i.e., he does not gain atone- 
ment through it. Some commentaries accept this interpre- 
tation, despite the objection that the Gemara should have 
said this explicitly. Rashi on Menahot cites an alternative 
explanation, which is mentioned by the Commentary on 
Nazir here: One erred in the offering itself, e.g., he brought 
a sheep in its first year instead of one in its second year, as 
required. Alternatively, he slaughtered the peace-offering 
before he completed his term of naziriteship (Rabbeinu 
Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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As for the ram that is after atonement, whose owner has used a 
different offering to achieve atonement, the halakha that this offer- 
ing does not require bread is not taught explicitly. Rather, it is 
based on logical reasoning: What is the reason that no bread is 
brought in the case of a ram that is sacrificed after the death of its 
owner? It is that this offering is not fit for atonement, as no atone- 
ment is granted to the dead through offerings. With regard to a 
ram that is sacrificed after atonement too, it is no longer fit for 
atonement, as the owner has already gained atonement by means 
of a different animal. 


The Gemara asks: And is there nothing else? Are there no other 
instances of a peace-offering of a nazirite that does not require 
bread, apart from the aforementioned cases? But isn’t there 
the following halakha: And with regard to all the other peace- 
offerings ofa nazirite" that were slaughtered not in accordance 
with their mitzva," e.g., if the ram was not of the proper age, they 
are fit offerings and may be eaten, but they do not count toward 
the owner’s obligation, i.e., he must bring another offering. The 
baraita continues: And these offerings are eaten for one day, like 
regular peace-offerings of a nazirite, and they require neither 
bread nor the foreleg, unlike the peace-offering of a nazirite. This 
is another example of a nazirite’s peace-offering that does not 
require bread. 


The Gemara answers: In the above list the tanna includes only 
offerings that were sacrificed in accordance with their mitzva; he 
does not include animals that were sacrificed not in accordance 
with their mitzva. 


§ It was stated above, with regard to one who separated money 
for his naziriteship and then died, that ifhe had unallocated funds, 
they are all allocated for communal gift offerings. 


The Gemara asks: But the money for the sin-offering is mingled 
with these unallocated funds. How can it all be used for gift 
burnt-offerings? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is an accepted halakha 
with regard to a nazirite that his unallocated funds are used for 
gift offerings, despite the fact that they include the value of a sin- 
offering. Reish Lakish said: The verse states: “Whether for any 
of their vows or for any of their gift offerings, which are brought 
to the Lord as a burnt-offering” (Leviticus 22:18). In this verse, 
the Torah states that the surplus of a vow shall be for a gift offer- 
ing. Here too, if the vow of naziriteship cannot be fulfilled, due to 
the death of the one who took the vow, the money is for a gift 
offering. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, who said that it is a halakha with regard to a nazirite, 
it is for this reason that if the funds were unallocated, yes, the 
money is used for gift offerings, but if they were allocated, no, they 
may not be used for this purpose, as this is the halakha passed 
down by tradition. However, according to the opinion of Reish 
Lakish, who derives the halakha from the verse: “For any of their 
vows or for any of their gift offerings,’ why state specifically 
unallocated funds; even allocated money should be used for gift 
offerings after the death of their owner. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


INAY PYA ND PWIND 831 WE 
pY Seyi ITT NIN APS 115 
a- "PT TPN WS POR 

AAT DNI DIANID ow tp 


piped be DNI KY - pA TA 
mad oby bis» IND Wr 
bawa iia oa oma yaa aynan 
aby n meyy sn mbn- may 

"DIN Wat 


-abiya ania nax rts: ab 
aTi TOKY VID AN Wana ain 
aX bis opa sm - obywa 
Tbn- opg IMam nyn Th 

brynwr anat pY ab 


NUD TAPAS WS ADIN KPP DT 
XP INT - "NIT OWN” VIX 


yon IPRA mia) aby» bia» sap 
-amo Sawa pia on ona 
DKON Ppi myy an abn 
Inna ma pyar eat oxen TNI 
NRPN TI NPA TIT NTP WW? 8 

Dip 23 


Rava said: You cannot say that this halakha should apply to allo- 
cated funds, as the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael has 
already ruled in this regard. The tanna explained the following 
verse that deals with the obligation to bring consecrated animals to 
the Temple: “Only your sacred things that you have," and your 
vows” (Deuteronomy 12:26). The verse is speaking of the offspring 
of consecrated female peace-offerings and their substitutes,’ i.e., 
when one says a non-sacred animal should substitute for a sacred 
animal. 


With regard to these animals, what is their means of remedy? “You 

shall take and go to the place that the Lord shall choose” (Deu- 
teronomy 12:26). One might have thought that this means that he 

must bring them up to the Temple, and yet he does not sacrifice 

them but withholds water and food from them so that they 
should die. Therefore, the verse states: “And you shall sacrifice 

your burnt-offerings, the flesh and the blood, upon the altar of 
the Lord your God; and the blood of your offerings shall be poured 

out against the altar of the Lord your God, and you shall eat the flesh” 
(Deuteronomy 12:27). 


The tanna explains that this verse comes to say to you: In the man- 
ner that you treat a burnt-offering" you must treat its substitute, 
ie. it should be sacrificed in its entirety; in the manner that you 
treat a peace-offering" you must treat their offspring, as its inner 
parts must be sacrificed on the altar, with the rest eaten by the own- 
ers. One might have thought that the offspring of a sin-offering 
and the substitute of a guilt-offering" should also be treated so, i.e., 
they too should be sacrificed on the altar like sin-offerings and 
guilt-offerings. Therefore the verse states: “Only” (Deuteronomy 
12:26), which excludes these cases. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yishmael. 


Rabbi Akiva says: In the case of a guilt-offering this exposition is 
not necessary, as it says: “It is a guilt-offering” (Leviticus 5:19), 
from which it may be inferred: It alone shall be sacrificed in its 
current state, but not its substitute. This baraita explicitly teaches 
that the surplus money ofa sin-offering cannot be used for another 
offering. Consequently, the money set aside for a nazirite’s sin- 
offering must be cast into the Dead Sea upon the death ofits owner 
rather than used for a gift offering, even according to the opinion of 
Reish Lakish. 


§ Since the Gemara has cited the above baraita, it analyzes it in 
detail. The baraita teaches: One might have thought that one must 
bring them up to the Temple and withhold water and food from 
them so that they should die. The verse states: “And you shall 
sacrifice your burnt-offerings.” The Gemara asks: Why would one 
think he should act in this manner? After all, it is only with regard 
to the offspring of a sin-offering” that we learned that it must be 
left to die, but not other offerings. Why, then, is it necessary to 
derive the exclusion of the offspring of other offerings and the 
substitution of other offerings from a verse? The Gemara answers: 
If it were not for the verse, I would say that the offspring of a sin- 
offering may be killed anywhere, i.e., it need not be brought to the 
Temple and left to die there, 


That you have — a wP Wr: The commentaries explain that 
the phrase “that you have” indicates that the verse is referring 
to consecrated animals that come from animals that are already 
sacred, either by means of substitution or through its offspring 
(Commentary on Nazir). Several early commentaries cite the 
version of this exposition that appears in tractate Temura (17b): 
“Only your sacred things” means substitutions, which are called 
“sacred” and “that you have" refers to the offspring. This is either 
because it can be read in the future tense as: That you will have, 


or because “have” alludes to birth (Rosh). 


NOTES 
Teaches — an: The commentaries note that in this context the 
term: Teaches, is equivalent to: It is stated above, or: The matter 
itself. All these expressions signify that the Gemara is no longer 
discussing the baraita in relation to the particular issue at hand, 
but on its own terms. As mentioned elsewhere, the language of 
tractate Naziris unusual, and its phraseology is not always in line 
with that of other tractates. 


The offspring of a sin-offering - nxwn th wit: This halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai refers only to the offspring of 
a sin-offering, from which it may be inferred that the offspring 
of other offerings are not left to die (Commentary on Nazir). 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Substitution - nyan: The possibility of substitution is 
mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 27:10), and tractate 
Temura focuses on the halakhot of substitution. The main 
features of the concept of substitution are as follows: The 
Torah prohibits the substitution of any offering, whether 
whole or blemished, for another animal. One who does 
so violates a prohibition and incurs lashes. Nevertheless, 
despite the fact that this exchange is prohibited, if an 
act of substitution is performed, the second animal does 
acquire a measure of sanctity, while the initial animal also 
remains sacred. All animals can be used as substitutes, 
whether they are whole or blemished, and the animal 
designated as a substitute can never be used for labor or 
redeemed. The fate of the substitute varies with the par- 
ticular type of offering. In some instances, e.g., a substitute 
for a sin-offering, the animal is left to die. In other cases, 
such as a guilt-offering, the animal is put out to graze until 
it becomes blemished. Additionally, some substitutes, e.g., 
that of a peace-offering, are consecrated for the altar in 
addition to the original animal. 


HALAKHA 


In the manner that you treat a burnt-offering, etc. - 
^aa abiya aTa ANY 719: The substitute of a burnt-offer- 
ing is also sacrificed as a burnt- offering. If the substitute 
is female it is left to graze until it develops a blemish, at 
which point, like a blemished male, it is sold and the 
money used for the purchase of a burnt-offering (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 3:1). 


In the manner that you treat a peace-offering, etc. — 
^a) oywa aTi MANY JIT: The substitute of a peace- 
offering, the offspring of a peace-offering, and likewise 
the offspring of the substitute of a peace-offering, are 
all sacrificed as peace-offerings (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 31, 4:1). 


The offspring of a sin-offering and the substitute of a 

guilt-offering - DUX NWA NNYN T: The offspring of a 

sin-offering and the substitute of a sin- offering, and simi- 
larly the offspring of the substitute of a sin-offering, are all 

left to die. The substitute of a guilt-offering is left to graze 

until it develops a blemish, with its value going toward gift 
offerings (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 3:1 and 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1). 
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HALAKHA 
The offspring of a sin-offering — nxen T: The offspring 
of a sin-offering, and certainly the offspring of its sub- 
stitute, must be left to die (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 
4:2). 


Any situation that if it were to occur with a sin-offering 
it would be left to die, etc. - ^9 Ang nevna gw bp: 
If the owner of a guilt-offering died or gained atonement 
by another means, the animal designated as his guilt- 
offering must be left to graze until it develops a blemish, 
at which point it is sold and the proceeds are used for the 
purchase of gift burnt-offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:14). 


A guilt-offering that was consigned to grazing, etc. - 
3) mya paw own: If a guilt-offering that was con- 
signed to grazing was sacrificed as a burnt-offering, it is 
valid; however, one may not do so ab initio. This is a decree 
in case one confuses an animal in this situation with a 
guilt-offering before the owner's atonement, in accor- 
dance with the ruling of the Gemara in tractate Pesahim 
73a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
4:15). 


NOTES 


Transgresses a positive mitzva by it - nwya mby DND: 

The same verse that states that the offspring of peace- 
offerings and the substitutes of burnt-offerings must be 
sacrificed adds: “Only your sacred things” (Deuteronomy 
12:26), which excludes sin-offerings and guilt-offerings. 
Since this prohibited action is derived from the positive 
command of “You shall bring,’ it is classified as a prohibi- 
tion that stems from a positive mitzva, which has the 

status of a positive mitzva. Consequently, one who sacri- 
fices the offspring or substitute of a sin-offering violates a 

positive mitzva (Commentary on Nazir). 


Why do I need a verse, etc. - ^3) X17 b ma: The early 
commentaries ask: Isn't the verse required to render one 
liable for transgressing a positive mitzva by sacrificing the 
substitute of a guilt-offering, as the Gemara explained 
earlier, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael? They 
answer that unlike the term “only, the word “it” does not 
indicate that sacrificing another animal constitutes the 
violation of a positive command. However, this answer 
leads to a further problem: If Rabbi Akiva maintains that 
the term “it” does not signify a positive mitzva, he too 
requires the term “only” for that purpose; therefore, how 
can he say this derivation is not necessary? One explana- 
tion is that Rabbi Akiva erred in his understanding of Rabbi 
Yishmael’s opinion. He thought that Rabbi Yishmael did 
not accept this halakha of the five sin-offerings left to die, 
and that he maintains that the halakha that the offspring 
of a sin-offering and the substitute of a guilt-offering 
may not be sacrificed is itself derived from this verse. It is 
concerning this derivation that Rabbi Akiva said that the 
halakha of a guilt-offering need not be learned from this 
verse (Josafot; Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Consigned to grazing - myb paw: This means that 
it is not fit to be sacrificed, either because its owner has 
gained atonement with another animal or has died, or 
because it is the substitute of a guilt-offering, which must 
be left to graze until it develops a blemish so that it may 
be sold, with the proceeds being used for gift offerings 
(Commentary on Nazir). The commentaries cite two opin- 
ions as to when an animal is considered consigned to 
grazing. Some maintain that this stage applies when the 
Sanctuary treasurer says the animal must be left to graze. 
Alternatively, it is defined as such only when it is actually 
handed over to a shepherd (Meiri; Tosafot). 
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but the offspring ofother sacred animals, for peace-offerings, must 
be brought to the Temple and left to die there. The verse therefore 
teaches us that one does not leave the offspring of peace-offerings 
to die. Rather, they are sacrificed upon the altar. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the baraita. The baraita 
teaches: One might have thought that the offspring of a sin- 
offering and the substitute of a guilt-offering should also be 
treated so, i.e., they too should be sacrificed on the altar like sin- 
offerings and guilt-offerings. Therefore, the verse states: “Only” 
(Deuteronomy 12:26). The Gemara asks: Why do I need a verse 
for this halakha? After all, this halakha is learned as a tradition 
that the offspring of a sin-offering" goes to its death. The Gemara 
answers: So too, this is correct as far as the offspring of a sin- 
offering is concerned, and the verse comes to teach that this 
halakha applies to a guilt-offering as well. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to a guilt-offering as well, this 
halakha is learned as a tradition: Any situation that if it were to 
occur with a sin-offering it would be left to die," i.e., any offering 
that is invalid in such a manner that it would have to be left to die 
if it were a sin-offering, which includes a substitute, if it occurs with 
a guilt-offering it is left to graze until it develops a blemish so that 
itis no longer fit for the altar. Why, then, is a verse required to teach 
this halakha? 


Rather, the argument is as follows: If one would have learned this 
ruling only from the aforementioned halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai, I would say: It is admittedly the halakha that 
the offspring of a sin-offering must die and the substitute of a guilt- 
offering is left to graze, but if he sacrificed it regardless, he would 
not be liable to receive any punishment for it. The verse therefore 
teaches us that if he sacrifices the offspring or substitute of a 
guilt-offering, he transgresses a positive mitzva by it," as derived 
from the verse: “Only your sacred things which you have, and your 
vows, you shall take and go to the place which the Lord shall choose” 
(Deuteronomy 12:26). 


§ The same baraita teaches that Rabbi Akiva says: In the case ofa 
guilt-offering this exposition is not necessary, as it says: “It is a 
guilt-offering” (Leviticus 5:19), which indicates: It alone shall be 
sacrificed in its current state, but not its substitute. The Gemara 
asks: Why do I need a verse" for this halakha? We learned it as a 
halakha: Any situation that if it were to occur with a sin- offering 
it would be left to die, if it occurs with a guilt-offering it is left to 
graze. If so, it is clear that this guilt-offering cannot be sacrificed. 


The Gemara answers: So too, this is correct, and when the verse 
comes to teach a halakha, it comes for that which was said by Rav. 
As Rav Huna said that Rav said: With regard to a guilt-offering 
that was consigned to grazing," i.e., it had been ruled that the 
animal must be left to graze until it develops a blemish as it could 
not be sacrificed as a guilt-offering, at which point it was sold so 
that the proceeds could be used for voluntary burnt-offerings, and 
one transgressed and slaughtered the guilt-offering itself for the 
sake of a burnt-offering rather than using an animal purchased 
with the money of its sale, it is valid. 


The Gemara infers from Rav’s statement: The reason for this 
ruling is that it is a guilt-offering that was consigned to grazing, 
from which it may be inferred that if it were not consigned in this 
manner it is not valid as a burnt-offering. This is because the verse 
states: “It is a guilt-offering,” which indicates that it shall be in 
its current state, and if it were sacrificed as a different offering it 
is invalid. 
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§ The Gemara returns to the issue of a nazirite’s offerings: The 
Master, Rabbi Yohanan, said earlier: It is a halakha with regard to 
a nazirite that his unallocated funds, including the value of his 
sin-offering, are used for the purchase of gift offerings. The Gemara 
asks: This formulation indicates that this halakha pertains only to 
a nazirite, but is there no other case where the surplus goes toward 
the purchase of gift offerings? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: And 
the rest of those liable to bring nests? by Torah law," i.e., those 
paupers who are obligated to bring only a bird-offering, e.g., a poor 
leper, who must bring two turtledoves, one for a burnt-offering and 
one for a sin-offering, instead of a sheep or a ewe, 


who separated money for their nests and then became wealthy, 
if the owner wishes to change their designation and to bring an 
animal sin-offering with them, he may bring a sin-offering with 
them. If he wishes to use them to buy an animal burnt-offering 
he may bring it, supplementing the required amount with other 
money. If the owner died and he had unallocated funds," they all 
will be allocated for communal gift offerings, including the value 
of the sin-offering. This shows that the halakha that unallocated 
funds are used for gift offerings applies in cases other than that of 
a nazirite. 


The Gemara answers: He taught the case of a nazirite and also 

the case of those obligated to bring nests, which is similar to 

that of a nazirite and is therefore treated identically with regard to 

its halakha. This serves to exclude that case which is taught in a 

baraita. The situation discussed in the baraita involves one who was 

obligated to bring a sin-offering" for a transgression he committed, 
and he also said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a gift burnt- 
offering, and he separated money and said: These are hereby for 

my obligatory offering. Since he might have meant either his obli- 
gation of the sin-offering or his burnt-offering for the new vow, the 

question arises as to what should be done with the money. 


The baraita explains that if he wishes to bring an animal sin- 
offering with it, he may not bring" one; if he wishes to use it to 
purchase an animal burnt-offering, he may not bring it either. If 
he died and had unallocated funds, one must take them and cast 
them into the Dead Sea. Since the two offerings are not part of 
the same obligation, the unallocated funds may not be used for 
gift offerings. 


HALAKHA 


If he died and he had unallocated funds — paino niya b PA: 
If one set aside money for his nest without specifying for which 
offering it would be used, upon his death all the money is used 
for gift burnt-offerings, as it is all fit for a burnt-offering (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:12). 


One who was obligated to bring a sin-offering - a3m1a maw 19 
nyn: If one who was obligated to bring a sin-offering declared: | 
am hereby obligated to bring a burnt-offering, and he proceeded 


to separate money, saying: This is for my obligation, if he wishes 
to use it for a sin-offering he may do so, and if he prefers to pur- 
chase a burnt-offering with it he may likewise act accordingly. If 
he dies, the money is cast into the Dead Sea. Some commen- 
taries point out that the wording of the Josefta contradicts the 
ruling of the Rambam, as does the Gemara (Ra’avad). Others 
explain that Rambam may have had a variant reading of the text 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:13 and Lehem 
Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 

The rest of those liable to bring nests — p39) 49M WNW: 
There are various circumstances in which an individual 
is required to sacrifice two birds, either turtledoves 
or pigeons. One bird is always sacrificed as a burnt- 
offering while the other is a sin-offering. For example, 
a poor person who is required to bring a sliding-scale 
offering brings a pair of birds (Leviticus 5:7-10), as does 
a poor woman after giving birth (Leviticus 12:8), a poor 
leper (Leviticus 14:22), and a zav or zava following their 
ritual purification (Leviticus 15:29-30). 


HALAKHA 


Those liable to bring nests by Torah law — pyp 291 
Maw: All individuals obligated to bring bird-offerings 
by Torah law who have separated money for their nests 
may purchase either a bird sin-offering or a bird burnt- 
offering with all the money, if they so choose. The 
halakha is in accordance with the text of the Tosefta. 
Likkutei Halakhot teaches that according to the opinion 
of the Rambam one may use the money even for the 
purchase of animal sin-offerings or burnt-offerings if he 
becomes wealthy (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:11). 


NOTES 

May not bring - x*2» x: Rather, all the money is 
cast into the Dead Sea (Commentary on Nazir). Other 
early commentaries maintain that he must bring two 
animals and state that the money consecrated for a 
sin-offering should be redeemed by means of one 
animal, while the money for a burnt-offering should 
be redeemed through the other animal. He proceeds 
to sacrifice both animals, one as a sin-offering and the 
other as a burnt-offering (Tosafot; see Rabbeinu Azriel, 
cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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Even if he said, these are for my obligation - vax box 
mainh by: Funds are considered unallocated in a case 
where, for example, one separated money for the purchase 
of offerings without saying anything. If he said: This is for my 
obligation, the money is considered allocated, and this is 
certainly the case if he said: This is for my burnt-offering, my 
sin-offering, and my peace-offering. This is in accordance 
with the principle of the Rambam that the halakha is in 
accordance with the last version of a statement, which in 
this case is that of Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Haflaʻa, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 9:4). 


Perek IV 
Daf 26 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


This is for my sin-offering and the rest, etc. - mend bx 
ADWAT: If a nazirite separated money and said: This is 
for my sin-offering and the rest is for my naziriteship, and 
subsequently he died, or if a woman’s husband nullified her 
vow after she made a declaration to this effect, the money 
for the sin-offering is taken and cast into the Dead Sea. Half 
of the remainder is used for a burnt-offering and half for 
a peace-offering. With regard to the prohibition against 
misuse, if one derives benefit from the entire remainder of 
the money he has misused consecrated property, but not if 
he derives benefit from only part of it (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 9:6 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 4:3). 
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§ Rav Ashi said: That which you said with regard to a nazirite who 
had allocated money, that he may not use it all for gift offerings 
because the value of the sin-offering must be taken and cast into the 
Dead Sea, do not say that this is referring only to a case where he 
explicitly said: These are for my sin-offering, and these are for my 
burnt-offering, and these are for my peace-offering, each one 
separately. Rather, even if he said: These are for my sin-offering 
and for my burnt-offering and for my peace-offering, they are 
considered allocated" for the purposes of this halakha, despite the 
fact that he did not designate the money for particular offerings. 


And some say a different version of this statement. Rav Ashi said: 

Do not say they are deemed allocated only if he says: These are 

for my sin-offering and for my burnt-offering and for my peace- 
offering; rather, even if he said it in broader terms: These are for 

my obligation, they are considered as allocated. 


§ Rava said: That which we said, that if one had unallocated funds 
they will be allocated for communal gift offerings, applies only if 
the money for all of the offerings was mixed together. However, if 
the money for the sin-offering fell" and was separated from the 
others, all the remaining money is now considered as allocated. 
This means that instead of the entire sum being used for a gift burnt- 
offering, part of it is used for a peace-offering, which is eaten for one 
day and does not require bread. 


NOTES 


They are allocated — 71 pwisan: In other words, they are treated 
as allocated money that became mingled together (Josafot), as 
the halakha that the money of a nazirite is used for gift offerings 
applies only to money that was entirely unallocated. As for the 
issue of what is done with this money, some commentaries 
maintain that he separates one third of the money and casts 
it into the Dead Sea, while half of the rest is used for a burnt- 
offering and half for a peace-offering (Commentary on Nazir; 
Rid). Conversely, most early commentaries rule that it all goes 


to the Dead Sea. 


These are for my obligation - mainh sx: The reason that the 
funds are considered allocated is because he meant: These are 
for my entire obligation, which includes the value of the sin- 
offering (Josafot). Some commentaries claim that the phrase: 
My obligation, refers mainly to the sin-offering, 
obligatory, and therefore it is as though he specified a sin- 
offering (Rosh). Others note that according to this opinion the 


end 1x” KITT PMA NAN 
-NKU IIT awed Kem) 
PYM OD -IKUN mbps a shy 
isa phim ony) ym a 

jaypa phyin pn 


money is considered unallocated only if he set them aside with- 
out saying anything (Commentary on Nazir). Yet others contend 
that they are unallocated if he said: These are for my offerings 
(Rosh; Tosafot) or: These are for my naziriteship (Rid; Meiri). 


If the money for the sin-offering fell, etc. — nxwn 17 mop OX 
"131: The commentaries explain: If money worth the amount of a 

sin-offering was lost or otherwise separated from the rest, that 
money is treated as the money of the sin-offering (Commentary 
on Nazir). Some say it is considered as though he had sepa- 
rated the money himself and designated it for the sin-offering 

(Tosafot). An alternative version of the text reads: Money for the 
sin-offering was separated, i.e., the owner set aside money for 
the sin-offering in a special place but did not state anything 

specific with regard to the rest (Rid). Some explain the Gemara 

in this manner without emending the text (Rabbeinu Peretz; 

Meiri; Sefat Emet). The continuation of the discussion is easy to 

follow according to this interpretation. 


which is fully 


The Gemara notes that it is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava: If one said: This money is for my sin-offering 
and the rest" is for the rest of my obligations of naziriteship, and 
he died, the money for the sin-offering is taken and cast into the 
Dead Sea, and as for the rest, he brings a burnt-offering with half 
of it, and half of it goes for a peace-offering. And one who benefits 
from all of it is liable for misuse of consecrated property, due to 
the value of a burnt-offering that is included in the money. But 
one is not liable for misuse of consecrated property if he benefits 
from some of the money, as the money he took is possibly that of 
the peace-offering, to which the prohibition against misuse does 


not apply. 
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If one said: This money is for my burnt-offering" and the rest is 
for the rest of my obligations of naziriteship, the money for the 
burnt-offering goes for a burnt-offering, and one who benefits 
from it is liable for misuse of consecrated property. And the rest 
is allocated for communal gift offerings, as the sum includes 
the value of a sin-offering. And one who benefits from all of it 
is liable for misuse of consecrated property, due to the value of 
a sin-offering included in it, but one is not liable for misuse of 
consecrated property ifhe benefits from some of the money, as he 
might have taken the money for a peace-offering, as stated above. 


§ Rav Huna said that Rav said: They taught only that there is a 
difference between unallocated and allocated money of a nazirite 
with regard to money designated for the purchase of offerings. 
However, if one designated an animal it is treated as allocated. A 
nazirite is obligated to bring three types of animals, a female sheep 
for a sin-offering, a male sheep for a burnt-offering, and a ram in its 
second year for a peace-offering. It is therefore evident which offer- 
ing he had in mind when designating a particular animal. Conse- 
quently, if the owner died each offering is treated in the appropriate 
manner: The sin-offering must be left to die, like all sin-offerings 
whose owners have died; the burnt-offering is sacrificed as a burnt- 
offering; and the peace-offering is brought as a peace-offering, 
although it must be eaten in one day and does not require bread. 


Rav Nahman said: When they say that if one designates an animal 

it is considered as allocated, they taught this only if it is unblem- 
ished" and is fit to be sacrificed itself. However, if one separated a 

blemished animal, even if he set aside the three required types, a 

female sheep, a male sheep, and a ram in its second year, each one 

is considered as unallocated." This is because one will not sacrifice 

the animals themselves but will sell them and use the money. How- 
ever, this is not the case with regard to a bar of silver [naskha]." If 
one separated three silver bars they are considered allocated, as 

each is a distinct item, designated for a particular offering. 


And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Even a silver bar is considered 
unallocated; however, a pile [sevar] of beams is not. Ifhe set aside 
three piles of construction beams for his offerings, they are treated 
as allocated money. Rav Shimi bar Ashi said to Rav Pappa: What 
is the reasoning of the Rabbis, i.e., Rav, Rav Nahman, and Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak, who say: Money and not an animal, and not 
a silver bar; and similarly, money and not a pile? Do they maintain 
that the halakha of unallocated funds applies only to money and 
not to other items? However, if that is so, one should likewise say 
that it applies to money and not birds. 


And if you would say: So too, this is in fact the case, and birds 
cannot be considered allocated, but what about this statement that 
Rav Hisda said: Nests, i.e., a pair of turtle doves or pigeons, one 
for a burnt-offering and the other for a sin-offering, are considered 
allocated only" by either the acquisition of the owner, if the 
owner designates each bird for a particular offering upon their 
purchase, or by the actions of the priest who decides which bird 
is for which offering when he sacrifices them. This clearly indicates 
that the birds are considered unallocated beforehand. 


Therefore, the question arises: Why is this so? Didn't we learn this 
halakha only with regard to money, whereas Rav Hisda’s statement 
indicates that birds are also considered unallocated? If Rav Hisda’s 
opinion is accepted, the same halakhot should also apply to animals, 
bars, and piles of beams. 


HALAKHA 


Nests are allocated only — nivasnn pap py: With regard to 
all those obligated to bring nests by Torah law who separated 
money for their nests, they may mix the money to purchase 
the sin-offering and burnt-offering. They may do so even if 


burnt-offering. They may even buy one of the offerings with all 
the money, as nests are designated only either at the hour of 
purchase or when the priest performs the sacrifice (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:11; 8:8). 


they declared: This is for my sin-offering and this is for my 


HALAKHA =—W¥———_—_—_- 
This is for my burnt-offering, etc. - ^3) nbdiyd by: If a 
nazirite separated money and said: This is for my burnt- 
offering and the rest is for my naziriteship, and then died, 
the money allocated for a burnt-offering is used for a burnt- 
offering, while the rest is used for gift offerings. As for misuse 
of Temple property, one is liable only if he derived benefit 
from the entire sum (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
9:7 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3). 


They taught only if it is unblemished - maas Kb no x»: 
A blemished animal separated for naziriteship is considered 
like unallocated funds. Likewise, if one set aside a lump of 
silver or gold or any other vessel, even if he said: This is for 
my sin-offering, my burnt-offering, and my peace-offering, 
it has the status of unallocated funds. The halakha is in 
accordance with the ruling of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, as 
he was the later authority. Some commentaries (Likkutei 
Halakhot; Meiri) maintain that the same halakha applies 
to piles of beams, as the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Shimi bar Ashi (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 9:5). 


NOTES 


It is as unallocated, etc. — 3) Mains KT VA: The differ- 
ence between an item consecrated in an unallocated man- 
ner, to which the halakha of unallocated funds applies, and 
other sacred items has been explained in two basic ways. 
According to the opinion of most commentaries, the case 
of unallocated funds is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai that refers to money alone. Nevertheless, a blemished 
animal is included in this category, either because it is no 
set aside for its own sake but for its value (Commentary on 
Nazir), or because it is assigned for sale immediately after 
its consecration (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Peretz), and therefore i 
has the availability of money. Alternatively, with regard to 
any item that is not ready for immediate sale, it is likely tha 
the owner will designate part of it, or one of its units, for a 
particular offering, and therefore it does not have the status 
of unallocated funds (Rabbeinu Tam, as explained in detai 
by Rosh). The choice of interpretation will have ramifications 
for the differences between blemished animals, silver bars, 
and piles of beams; the commentaries discuss the details 
of these halakhot at length. 


LANGUAGE 
Bar of silver [naskha] — %39): The root of this word, nun, 
samekh, kaf, is equivalent to the root nun, tav, kaf, from 
which the word for metal, matekhet, is derived. It refers to 
lumps of silver with no particular shape. The Sages use this 
term specifically in reference to pieces of precious metals 
such as gold and silver. 


Pile [sevar] — 381: Similar to the Arabic jg, sur, this term 
is apparently from the root tzadi, vav, reish. It means objects 
gathered together and piled on top of each other. 
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Rav Pappa said to him: And according to your reasoning, which 
leads to the conclusion that all items can have the status of 
unallocated funds, consider that which we learned in a mishna 
(4sa): Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If one brought three 
different animals for his naziriteship and did not specify which 
was for which offering, that which is fit for a sin-offering, a ewe, 
is sacrificed as a sin-offering; the animal suitable for a burnt- 
offering, a male sheep or bull, is sacrificed as a burnt-offering; and 
the animal fit for a peace-offering, any other male or female, is 
sacrificed as a peace-offering. But according to your opinion, why 
is this so? Didn’t you say that an animal is not considered as 
allocated, but is instead like unallocated funds; how can one decide 
which animal to use for each offering? 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said to him: As for the case of birds, this is an 

exception, as there is an explicit verse to this effect there: It states 

with regard to the owner ofa bird offering: “And he shall take one 

he-lamb for a guilt-offering to be waved, to make atonement for him, 
and one tenth part of an ephah of fine flour mingled with oil for a 

meal-offering, and a log of oil; and two turtledoves or two young 

pigeons, such as his means suffice for, and the one shall be a sin- 
offering and the other a burnt-offering” (Leviticus 14:21-22), and 

it later states with regard to the priest: “And he shall sacrifice one 

of the turtledoves, or of the young pigeons, such as his means suffice 

for; even such as his means suffice for, the one for a sin-offering, and 

the other for a burnt-offering” (Leviticus 14:30-31). 


The Merciful One thereby states that the birds are allocated and 
designated for their offering either by the acquisition of the owner, 
by designating each bird for a particular offering upon their pur- 
chase, or by the action of the priest. With regard to the ruling of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, it presents no difficulty either, as it is 
a special case as well. Here too, when one separates these particular 
animals for his naziriteship offerings, 


how can you" say that this one that is for the sin-offering shall be 
sacrificed as a burnt-offering? Here, only a female may be sacri- 
ficed as a sin-offering, whereas here, in the case of a burnt-offering, 
it must be male. Therefore, it is as though he allocated each animal 
for a specific offering. Consequently, you cannot compare this case 
to that of items that are not inherently designated for a particular 
purpose, e.g., a blemished animal or a silver bar, as they have the 
status of unallocated funds. 


NOTES 


How can you, etc. — 3) m% "a: The discussion indicates that Rav Pappa himself is of the opinion that Rav Hisda's halakha is a 
Rav Shimi successfully dealt with Rav Pappa’s attempt to refute special decree of the Torah with regard to that issue alone, and 
this question, which means that the difficulty remains unre- one cannot derive from it that birds, blemished animals, and 
solved. Consequently, unblemished animals, bars, and piles of _ silver bars are also considered like unallocated funds (Rabbeinu 
beams have the same status as unallocated funds, and some Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 

commentaries rule accordingly (Meiri). Others maintain that 
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§ Rav Hamnuna raised an objection against Rav Nahman’s state- 
ment: And do we say that a blemished animal is considered like 
unallocated funds? Come and hear a proof to the contrary from 
the following baraita, which begins: How, in what case, did the 
Sages say that a man shaves," i.e., bring the offerings sacrificed at 
the end of a term of naziriteship, for his father’s naziriteship? The 
Gemara cites a part of that baraita which records a case where the 
son does not bring the offerings for his father’s naziriteship: When 
he and his father were both nazirites, and his father separated 
money for the offerings of his naziriteship and died, and the son 
said: I am hereby a nazirite on the condition that I will shave, i.e., 
bring my offerings, through the money my father set aside, in that 
case he cannot shave for his father’s naziriteship. 


Consequently, if the father had unallocated funds, they are allo- 
cated for communal gift offerings. If he had allocated animals, 
that which is for a sin-offering must be left to die, like any sin- 
offering whose owner has died; the animal for a burnt-offering is 
sacrificed as a burnt-offering, and the animal for a peace-offering 
is sacrificed as a peace-offering. What, is it not referring even to 
the case of a blemished animal, as the baraita differentiated only 
between money and animals? This indicates that a blemished ani- 
mal is also considered allocated, which contradicts Rav Nahman’s 


ruling. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No; it is referring only to an 
unblemished animal, which is considered allocated because it is 
suitable for an offering itself. The Gemara asks: However, if that is 
so, is a blemished animal considered like unallocated funds? In 
that case, why does the baraita specifically distinguish between 
animals and unallocated funds? Let the baraita say as follows: If 
he had a blemished animal its money is allocated for communal 
gift offerings. The baraita would thereby distinguish between two 
similar cases that involve animals, from which one could infer the 
halakha of unallocated funds. 


The Gemara answers: So too, this is the meaning of the baraita, 
and there is no difference between a blemished animal and money. 
The Gemara clarifies this claim: For what purpose is a blemished 
animal consecrated? It is for the value of its sale, and this value is 
provided in money." Consequently, this baraita does not refute 
Rav Nahman’s opinion that the halakha of a blemished animal is 
like that of unallocated funds. 


§ Rava also raises an objection against Rav Nahman’s opinion, 
from a baraita that deals with sin-offerings. The Torah states: “And 
he shall bring for his offering” (Leviticus 4:23), which indicates: 
He fulfills his obligation with his own offering, but he does not 
fulfill his obligation with his father’s offering," if his father was 
obligated to bring a sin-offering and died after separating an animal 
for this purpose. One might have thought that one does not fulfill 
his obligation with an offering that his father separated only in a 
case where the son’s transgression is not equal in severity to that of 
his father’s sin, e.g., sacrificing his offering from animals that his 
father designated to atone for a minor transgression to atone for 
his own major transgression, or from animals that his father desig- 
nated to atone for a major transgression, to atone for his own 
minor transgression. 


However, one might have thought that he does fulfill his obliga- 
tion with an offering that his father separated if it is from animals 
his father set aside to atone for a minor transgression and the son 
atones for his own minor one, or from animals the father set aside 
to atone for a major transgression and the son atones for his own 
major one. Therefore, the verse states: “His offering” (Leviticus 
4:23), and it repeats: “His offering” (Leviticus 4:28), to emphasize 
that he fulfills his obligation with his own offering, and he does 
not fulfill his obligation with his father’s offering even for similar 
transgressions. 


NOTES 


A man shaves, etc. - 3) maa wont: There are two ver- 
sions of this halakha, correspond ing to the two versions of 
the mishna cited later (30a). According to one opinion, a 
son can purchase an offering with his father's money only if 
they were both nazirites, but he cannot do so if he became 
a nazirite after his father's death (Commentary on Nazir; 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). Rabbeinu 
Azriel explains that this is because the status of inheritance 
applies to money separated for the purpose of an offering 
only if the son had some connection to the money in his 
father's lifetime, i.e., if he too was a nazirite. However, many 
commentaries read the mishna in the opposite manner, 
i.e., that one may not use his father's money if he and his 
father were nazirites at the same time, whereas he may 
use the money if he became a nazirite after his father’s 
passing. The commentaries explain that if the son took 
a vow of naziriteship during his father’s lifetime he has 
already incurred his own monetary obligation, whereas 
he can purchase an offering with his father’s money if he 
became a nazirite after the former's death, provided that 
he stipulated to do so (Josafot; Rabbeinu Peretz; Rosh). 


Value is money — niya 1377 797: Some commentaries ask: 
If it is only the value of a blemished animal that is used 
for an offering, why did Rav Harnnuna seek to differenti- 
ate between blemished animals and money (Rabbeinu 
Peretz)? Rabbeinu Peretz answers that in the case of one 
who set aside three types of animals, it is reasonable to 
assume that each was separated for a different offering. 
No such claim applies in the case of money, however, and 
therefore it can be considered unallocated. 


HALAKHA 


But he does not fulfill his obligation with his father's 
offering - YI% J774 K¥¥ iN: If one separated his sin- 
offering and subsequently died, his son may not use 
his offering even if he too was obligated to bring an 
offering for that same sin (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 3:3). 
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HALAKHA 


He separated an animal for eating forbidden fat, etc. - 
^D) 2m7 by mata wi: If one separated an animal to be 
brought as a sin- offering to atone for eating forbidden fat, 
and instead slaughtered it for the sin of consuming blood, 
the offering is invalid. Even if he went ahead and sacrificed 
it he has not gained atonement, and therefore he has not 
misused Temple property (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:6 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:5). 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that a son does 
not fulfill his obligation with his father’s offering, i.e., with an 
animal that his father separated, even from animals that his 
father designated to atone for a minor transgression, to atone for 
the son’s minor one, or from animals the father set aside to atone 
for a major transgression, to atone for the son’s major one, as 
stated above, as a person cannot shave, i.e., bring an offering, for 
naziriteship with his father’s animal. Consequently, the halakhot 
of inheritance do not apply to this animal. However, it is neverthe- 
less possible that a son can fulfill his obligation by purchasing a 
sin-offering with money that his father separated for his own 
sin-offering, even from money the father set aside to atone fora 
major transgression in a case where the son is atoning for a minor 
transgression, or from money the father set aside to atone for a 
minor transgression in a case where the son is atoning for a major 
one, as a person can shave, i.e., purchase an offering, with the 
money his father set aside for naziriteship, 


when they are unallocated and not when they are allocated. 
Consequently, the same should apply to one whose father sepa- 
rated money for a regular sin-offering, i.e., he should be able to 
use them for his own sin-offering. Therefore, the verse states: 
His offering” (Leviticus 4:32), which serves to emphasize: He 
fulfills his obligation with his own offering, but he does not 
fulfill his obligation with the money separated for his father’s 
offering. 


The baraita continues this line of argument: One might have 
thought that he does not fulfill his obligation with the money 
that his father separated if it is from money the father set aside 
to atone for a minor transgression and the son atones for a minor 
one, or from money the father set aside to atone for a major 
transgression and the son atones for a major one. However, the 
son may fulfill his obligation with the offering he separated for 
himself. From animals he set aside to atone for a minor trans- 
gression, he many atone for a major one, or from animals he set 
aside to atone for a major transgression he may atone for a minor 
one. Therefore, the verse states: “Then he shall bring for his 
offering a goat, a female without blemish, for his sin” (Leviticus 
4:28), which indicates that he does not fulfill his obligation unless 
his offering is for the sake ofhis particular sin, not for some other 
transgression. 


One might have thought that he does not fulfill his obligation 
with the animal he separated for himself, from animals he set 
aside to atone for a minor transgression to atone for a minor one; 
or from animals he set aside to atone for a major transgression, 
to atone for a major one; or even when from animals he set aside 
to atone for a minor transgression to atone for a major one; or 
from animals he set aside to atone for a major transgression to 
atone for a minor one. 


The reason is that ifhe separated an animal to bring as an offering 
for unintentionally eating forbidden fat" and he instead brought 
that sin-offering for unintentionally consuming blood, or if he 
separated an animal to bring as an offering to atone for blood 
and instead brought it for eating forbidden fat, in that case he has 
not misused consecrated property, as the animal cannot lose its 
consecrated status. And just as it cannot lose its consecrated status, 
so too it cannot be redesignated to atone for a different sin, and 
therefore this animal also does not atone for him. 
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However, one might think that he fulfills his obligation with the 
money he separated for himself, from money he set aside to atone 
for a minor transgression to atone for a different minor transgres- 
sion; or from money he set aside to atone for a major transgression 
to atone for a different major transgression; or from money he set 
aside to atone for a major transgression to atone for a minor one; 
or from money he set aside to atone for a minor transgression to 
atone for a major one. 


The reason is that if he separated money for himself to purchase 
a sin-offering to atone for unintentionally eating forbidden fat and 
he instead brought a sin-offering with that money for unintention- 
ally consuming blood," or if he separated money to purchase a 
sin-offering to atone for consuming blood and with that money 
he instead brought a sin- offering for unintentionally eating forbid- 
den fat, in that case he has misused consecrated property ifhe uses 
that money fora non-sacred purpose, as money can lose its sacred 
status when misappropriated. And just as it can lose its consecrated 
status, it can be redesignated to atone for a different sin; therefore 
this money atones" for him if it was used to purchase an offering 
for a different transgression. 


Therefore, the verse states: “For his sin” (Leviticus 4:35), which 
indicates that he does not fulfill his obligation unless his offering 
is for the sake of his particular sin, and he is not permitted to use 
money he consecrated for one type of sin to atone for a different 
sin. This concludes the baraita. 


Rava now asks his question: In any event, the baraita teaches that 

a son may not use an animal separated by his father for his nazirite- 
ship offering. What, is it not referring even to a blemished animal? 

The fact that the baraita does not differentiate between types of 
animals indicates that a blemished animal has the status of allo- 
cated funds, as opposed to Rav Nahman’s ruling that this animal is 

like his father’s unallocated funds, which the son himself may use. 
The Gemara rejects this: No; the baraita refers solely to an unblem- 
ished animal that is fit to be sacrificed; only an animal of this kind 

is considered allocated. 


The Gemara asks: However, according to this explanation, what 
is the halakha of a blemished animal? Is it considered like an 
unallocated animal? If so, why does the baraita specifically teach 
that one may purchase an offering with the unallocated funds that 
his father separated? Let the baraita teach this halakha with regard 
to a blemished animal, and one would infer that the same applies 
to money. The Gemara answers as above: So too, this is the case; 
there is no difference between the two. The reason is that what is 
a blemished animal fit for? It is fit for its value, and this value is 
essentially money. Consequently, this baraita does not contradict 
Rav Nahman’s opinion that a blemished animal has the status of 
unallocated funds. 


NOTES 


He has misused consecrated property and it atones — byn misuse of consecrated property, as this individual thought the 
35931: When he misuses the money for another purpose, even money was non-sacred and therefore used it for other purposes. 
for an offering for a different sin, it reverts toa non-consecrated As for the second part of this statement, that the money atones 
state. This is because the sanctity of an item consecrated for for him, this is because it is considered as though he took non- 
its value is less severe and more easily released than an item consecrated money and acquired an animal for the purpose of 
consecrated for its own use (Josafot). Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in his atonement (Commentary on Nazir). 

Shita Mekubbetzet, states that this is referring to a full-fledged 


HALAKHA 

If he separated...for blood, etc. =- 131 037 by.. wng: 
With regard to one who separated money to purchase a 
sin-offering to atone for eating forbidden fat and instead 
purchased a sin-offering to atone for the consumption of 
blood, if he acted unintentionally he gains atonement and 
has misused Temple property. If he did so intentionally, the 
offering does not atone for him and he has not misused 
Temple property, as stated in the Tosefta in tractate Karetot 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:5). 
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HALAKHA 


If the blood from one of her offerings was sprinkled 
on her behalf, etc. - ^3) DATI ya IMs OY PW: 
If a female nazirite brought her offerings upon the 
completion of her term, and after one of the animals 
was slaughtered but before its blood was sprinkled 
her husband heard of her vow and nullified it, it is 
nullified. Once the blood has been sprinkled, he can 
no longer nullify the vow. This halakha applies only to 
her offerings of purity, whereas if she is bringing her 
offerings of impurity he may nullify her vow even after 
all the offerings have been sacrificed (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 4:17). 


Since she becomes downcast — bw) 7y mT ra: If 
a woman made a vow that entails suffering, whether 
to a major or minor degree, for a lengthy or short 
period, her husband can nullify the vow (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Downcast [menuvvelet] — mbna: The root nun, vav, 
lamed, is close in meaning to nun, vet, lamed, naval, 
meaning ugly, dirty, or despised. Accordingly, the term 
menuvval is used to describe the physical appearance 
of a person or item that is blemished or marred. It 
can also refer to emotional or ethical qualities. In this 
context, a woman who is menuvvelet is one who sulks 
when she does not drink wine, to the extent that she 
repulses her husband. 
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MI S HN A The previous mishna discussed the case of a 


husband who nullified his wife’s vow after 
she separated her offerings of naziriteship. This mishna deals with a 
husband who nullified his wife's naziriteship after she had completed 
her term and brought her offerings to the Temple. If the blood 
from one of her naziriteship offerings was sprinkled on the altar 
on her behalf," the husband cannot nullify" her vow at this point. 
Rabbi Akiva says: Even before the sprinkling of the blood, he 
cannot nullify the vow as soon as any one of the animals for her 
offerings has been slaughtered on her behalf. 


The mishna continues: In what case is this statement, that he can no 
longer nullify the vow, said? It is when she is bringing the offerings 
for her shaving of ritual purity, when she has completed her term 
of naziriteship without becoming ritually impure (see Numbers 
6:18). However, if she is sacrificing the offerings for her shaving 
of impurity, when she became ritually impure during her term of 
naziriteship, after which she restarts her naziriteship (see Numbers 
6:9), her husband can nullify her vow. The reason is that he can 
say: I do not want a downcast [menuvvelet]": wife, who does not 
drink wine. She would have to refrain from wine for a lengthy period 
if she were to begin her naziriteship anew. Rabbi Meir says: He can 
nullify her vow even at the stage of her shaving of purity," after she 
has begun sacrificing her offerings, as he can say: I do not want a 
shaven wife, and a nazirite is obligated to shave after bringing his 
or her offerings. 


G E M A RA The Gemara comments: The mishna, which 


rules that a husband cannot nullify his wife’s 
naziriteship after the blood of her offering has been sprinkled at the 
end of the naziriteship term, is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer. As, if it followed the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer, didn’t 
he say that shaving is indispensable for the end of a nazirite’s term, 
i.e. anazirite at the end of his naziriteship is prohibited from drinking 
wine and becoming impure from the dead until he actually shaves? 
And in this case, since she has not yet shaved, she remains pro- 
hibited from drinking wine. And since she becomes downcast" 
through her abstinence from wine, evidently the husband can nullify 
her vow even after the sprinkling of the blood of her offerings of 


purity. 


NOTES 


He cannot nullify - som bin» iXX: The reason is that as soon as 
he blood has been sprinkled she is permitted to drink wine and 
shave, according to the unattributed opinion in the mishna. In 
he opinion of Rabbi Akiva, the short period of suffering she must 
endure until the offering is fully sacrificed is insufficient to allow the 
husband to nullify her vow, as that would invalidate the offerings 
hat have already been slaughtered. With regard to the scope of 
his nullification, the first tanna of the mishna maintains that he is 
unable to nullify her vow at this stage, as it is not considered a vow 
of affliction, which a husband may nullify. However, according to 
he opinion of Rabbi Akiva, whose opinion is based on the loss of 
offerings that have already been slaughtered, the commentaries 
are unsure whether the phrase: Cannot nullify, means that he is 
enjoined from nullifying her naziriteship ab initio, or whether it 
means that he is unable to do so and that any attempt of this kind 
would be unsuccessful (Josafot). It is possible that the nullification 
will not take effect despite the fact that it is only a decree of the 
Sages that he cannot do so, as they can establish their decrees in 
contradiction to a Torah command if the violation of the Torah 
command is passive. 


Downcast [menuvvelet] - by: The commentaries explain that 
his refers to the distress that a woman suffers by having to refrain 
rom wine, as wine gladdens the heart (Commentary on Nazir). 
n this context they cite a verse mentioned by the Gemara else- 
where (Bava Batra 12b): “New wine shall make the maids flourish” 
(Zechariah 9:17). Consequently, her abstinence from wine makes 
her anxious and uneasy (Meiri). There are differences of opinion 
with regard to the justification for this nullification. Many com- 
mentaries claim that the husband may nullify her vow due to 
he affliction involved; it has been pointed out that menuvval is 
sometimes used as an expression of pain and suffering (Tosafot). 
However, Josafot themselves admit that the phrase: | do not want, 
does not suit this interpretation. Others indicate that the vow is 
considered to affect the intimate relations between the couple, 
as it will make her undesirable in his eyes (Commentary on Nazir; 
Rambam; Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Rabbi Meir says...even at the stage of her shaving of purity - 
mAs nobana 4x Vix YN DT: Apparently, Rabbi Meir maintains 
that the husband can nullify her naziriteship even if the blood of 
all her offerings has been sprinkled, provided that she has yet to 
shave (Rosh). 
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The tanna of our mishna holds: Once the blood has been sprin- 
kled on her behalf she is immediately permitted to drink wine, 
and therefore she is not downcast. Consequently, the husband 
has no right to nullify her naziriteship vow at that point, as her 
vow does not affect him. And Rabbi Akiva holds: Even if the 
blood has yet to be sprinkled and wine remains forbidden to 
her, as soon as an animal is slaughtered for one of her offerings 
the husband can no longer nullify the vow, due to the loss of 
consecrated property. If he were to nullify her vow she would 
have no further need of the offerings, and it is prohibited to waste 
Sanctuary property. 


Rabbi Zeira objects to this: And why should the result be a loss 
to the Sanctuary? He can avoid this by sprinkling their blood not 
for the sake of the offerings" of a nazirite, and he will thereby 
permit the meat of the offering to be eaten, and the consecrated 
animal will not go to waste. Isn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard 
to the communal peace-offering of two sheep that accompanies 
the two loaves on Shavuot, if one slaughtered them not for the 
sake of that offering," or slaughtered them before their time, on 
the eve of the Festival, or after their time, after the Festival, the 
blood shall be sprinkled, although not for the sake of that offering, 
as it is no longer fit for that purpose, and the meat is eaten. 


And if it was a Shabbat, the blood may not be sprinkled. Since 
the meat cannot be eaten on that day, sprinkling the blood is con- 
sidered a form of unnecessary labor on Shabbat. And if he sprin- 
kled the blood on Shabbat anyway, the offering is accepted, and 
he must wait to burn its sacrificial parts on the altar in the evening, 
after the conclusion of Shabbat. In any case, this shows that it is 
permitted to sprinkle the blood of an offering not for its own sake 
ab initio so that its flesh can be eaten. 


‘The Sages say in response: If he had slaughtered only the woman's 
naziriteship offerings of the burnt-offering or the peace-offering, 
so too, he may certainly proceed to sprinkle the blood not for the 
sake of that offering, to avoid the loss of a consecrated animal. In 
that case Rabbi Akiva would agree that the husband can still nullify 
her vow. However, with what are we dealing here? It is with a case 
where he slaughtered the sin-offering first. Since a sin-offering 
whose blood was sprinkled not for its sake is invalid, ifthe husband 
were to nullify her vow this would cause a loss of consecrated 


property. 


The Gemara cites the source that the order of a nazirite’s offerings 
may be changed and the sin-offering may be sacrificed first. As 
we learned in a mishna (45a): If he shaved after the sacrifice of 
one of the three nazirite offerings, either the burnt-offering, the 
peace-offering, or the sin-offering, he has fulfilled his obligation. 


§ The mishna taught: In what case is this statement, that a 
husband cannot nullify his wife’s vow, said? It is with regard to 
a shaving of ritual purity; however, with regard to a shaving 
of impurity the husband can nullify it if he wishes. And Rabbi 
Meir says: He may even nullify the vow at her shaving of purity 
because he can say: I do not want a shaven wife. 


HALAKHA 


The sheep on Shavuot, if one slaughtered them not for the 
sake of that offering — yaw xb jonww nyy was: If the 
sheep of Shavuot were slaughtered not for the sake of their 
offering, or not in the appropriate time, the blood is sprinkled 
and the meat is eaten, but the community has not fulfilled its 


obligation. If this occurred on Shabbat, they may not sprinkle 
the blood. If they did so, the offering is accepted to the extent 
that its sacrificial parts may be burned and its flesh eaten in the 
evening (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
15119). 


NOTES 


Sprinkling their blood not for the sake of the offerings - 
mwy xow yj pind: Offerings, with the exception of the 
Paschal offering and sin- offerings, are valid even if their 
blood was sprinkled not for their own sake, although their 
owners do not fulfill their obligation (Rosh). The baraita here 
adds that even if they were slaughtered for their own sake, 
and the owner cannot fulfill his obligation with them, it is 
permitted to sprinkle their blood for the sake of a different 
offering ab initio. Furthermore, even if the blood is sprinkled 
without any particular intention, since the nazirite does not 
gain atonement through the offering it is as though the 
blood was sprinkled not for its sake (Tosafot). 
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BACKGROUND 


Wig — AX: Wearing a wig, usually made from human hair 
but sometimes from animal hair, is a very old practice, dating 
as far back as ancient Egypt. Women, and sometimes men, 
would usually wear wigs for beauty when the natural hair 
was shaved or in cases of baldness. Based on the Hebrew 
name, pea, meaning portion, one can assume that it was 
common to add only a portion of foreign hair to compensate 
for what was missing in one’s natural hair. As the craftsman- 
ship of attaching hair to the wig was not very advanced, 
women would refrain from strenuously washing the wigs, 
and at times these wigs became foul. Due to this, many 
women would place a cone with perfumed ointment on top 
of the wig to improve its smell. Furthermore, some women 
and men felt that wearing wigs was uncomfortable and 
distasteful. 


Egyptian wall painting of a woman wearing a wig and ointment cone 
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The Gemara analyzes these opinions: And the first tanna could 
have said to you in response to Rabbi Meir’s argument: It is pos- 
sible for her to compensate by wearing a wig,’ and therefore she 
would not appear shaven, and her husband would have no cause 
for complaint. And Rabbi Meir holds: As for compensating by 
wearing a wig, since it is dirty he is not amenable to this solution, 


and he may therefore nullify her vow. 
MI S H N A man can vow that his minor son should 
be a nazirite," i.e., a father can declare his 
son a nazirite, but a woman cannot vow that her son should be a 
nazirite. How so; what are the details of this naziriteship? Ifthe son 
shaved his hair, thereby demonstrating his rejection of the vow 
imposed by his father; or if his relatives shaved him;" or ifthe son 
objected by saying that he has no desire for this naziriteship; or if 
his relatives objected on his behalf, the naziriteship is canceled. 


If this son who canceled the naziriteship had animals separated" 
for his offerings, the one set aside for the sin-offering must die, and 
the burnt-offering is sacrificed as a burnt-offering, and the peace- 
offering is sacrificed as a peace-offering. And the peace-offering 
is eaten for one day, like the peace-offering of a nazirite, rather than 
the two days of a regular peace-offering, and it does not require 
bread, i.e., the loaves that accompany a nazirite’s peace- offering. 


Ifhe had unallocated funds, they will be allocated for communal 
gift offerings. Ifhe had allocated funds for his offerings, the money 
for the sin-offering is taken and cast into the Dead Sea, as one 
may not benefit from it ab initio, but if he benefits from it, he is not 
liable to bring an offering for misuse of consecrated property. With 
the money for the burnt-offering they bring a burnt-offering; it 
is prohibited to derive benefit from those coins and if he benefits 
from it, he is liable to bring an offering for misuse of consecrated 
property. With the money for the peace-offering they bring a 
peace-offering, and it is eaten for one day and does not require 


bread. 


G E M ARA The mishna taught that a man can vow that 


his son should be a nazirite, but a woman 
cannot do so. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Rabbi 
Yohanan said: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai with 
regard to a nazirite." And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, 


HALAKHA 


A man can vow that his son should be a nazirite - w7 
ia 132 nyg ya: A man can vow that his minor son should 
be a nazirite, even if the son is too young to vow himself, but a 
woman cannot do so. How does this halakha work in practice? 
f a father says to his minor son: You are hereby a nazirite, or 
if he says: My son so-and-so is a nazirite, or: He is hereby a 
nazirite, and the son remained silent, he is a nazirite and the 
ather must see to it that he observes all the halakhot of nazirite- 
ship. If he became ritually impure from a corpse he must bring 
he offerings of impurity, and he brings the offerings of purity 
upon the completion of his term (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 2:13-14). 


If he shaved or if his relatives shaved him, etc. - ix nba 
D1 va maw: If a son did not wish to accept the nazirite- 
ship imposed by his father, and he objected, or if his relatives 
objected, or if he shaved his hair, or if his relatives did so, thereby 
demonstrating rejection of the naziriteship, he is not a nazirite 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:15). 


If he had animals separated - nwgn maga b TI: Ina 
case where a man vowed that his son should be a nazirite 


and separated animals for him, and then the son objected to 
the naziriteship, the sin-offering must be left to die, the burnt- 
offering is sacrificed as a burnt-offering, and the peace-offering 
is sacrificed as a peace-offering, which is eaten for one day and 
does not require bread. If the father set aside unallocated funds 
for these offerings, they are used for the purchase of gift offer- 
ings. If the funds were allocated, the money for the sin-offering 
is cast into the Dead Sea, i.e., it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from it, but one who does so is not liable for misuse of conse- 
crated property. With the money for the burnt-offering he must 
bring a burnt-offering, and one who benefits from this money 
is liable for misuse of consecrated property. As for the money 
for the peace-offering, he uses it to bring a peace-offering that 
is eaten for one day and does not require bread (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 9:12 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3). 


It is a halakha with regard to a nazirite — Yna NT n: The 
ruling that a father can vow that his son should be a nazirite 
but a mother cannot do so is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:13). 
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said that Reish Lakish said: The purpose is in order to educate 
him in mitzvot, to teach him how to observe the mitzva of nazirite- 
ship. The Gemara asks: If so, even a woman as well should be able 
to impose naziriteship on her son for educational purposes. The 
Gemara answers: Reish Lakish holds that a man is obligated to 
educate" his son in mitzvot, but a woman is not obligated to 
educate™ her son in mitzvot. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, who said it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai 
with regard to a nazirite, for that reason one can understand the 
ruling of the mishna, which indicates that for his son, yes, a father 
can vow that he should be a nazirite, but with regard to his daughter, 
no," he cannot do so, as a halakha learned by tradition cannot be 
questioned. However, according to the opinion of Reish Lakish, a 
father should even be able to impose naziriteship upon his daughter 
for the sake of her education. Why does the mishna specify a son? 
The Gemara answers that Reish Lakish holds: A father is obligated 
to educate his son, whereas he is not obligated to educate his 
daughter," and for this reason he cannot vow that she should be a 
nazirite. 


The Gemara asks another question: Granted, according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan, who said that it is a halakha with regard to 
a nazirite, this is why the mishna indicates that with regard to 
naziriteship, yes, a father can impose a vow upon his son, but with 
regard to other vows, no," he cannot do so. However, according to 
the opinion of Reish Lakish, who says it is for the son’s education, a 
father should even be able to impose regular vows upon him as well. 
Why does the mishna specify naziriteship? 


The Gemara answers: According to Reish Lakish the tanna of this 
mishna is speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary, as fol- 
lows: It is not necessary to ask whether a father can impose regular 
vows of a mitzva where there is no deprivation of the son when he 
fulfills his father’s vow, but even with regard to naziriteship, where 
there is deprivation of his son, as the son must refrain from wine 
and shaving, even so the father is obligated to educate him, and 
therefore he can vow in this manner too. 


The Gemara asks another question: Granted, according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan, who said it is a halakha transmitted to Moses 

from Sinai with regard to a nazirite, this explanation is consistent 
with that which the mishna teaches: Ifhe objected, or his relatives 

objected for him, the naziriteship is canceled, as the transmitted 

halakha may be that the acquiescence of the relatives is necessary. 


The Gemara continues its question: However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, who said that Reish 
Lakish said that this vow serves educational purposes, is this really 
in the power of the relatives to say to the father: Do not teach him 
mitzvot? The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish holds that with regard 
to any education that is not important, e.g., the optional mitzva of 
naziriteship, the son is not amenable to the suffering he must endure 
for this purpose, and therefore he or his relatives can object. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Granted, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who said it is a halakha with regard to 
a nazirite, it is due to that reason that the son must shave all of his 
hair at the conclusion of his naziriteship, despite the fact that he 
thereby performs the rounding of the corners of his head, in viola- 
tion of the prohibition: “You shall not round the corners of your 
heads” (Leviticus 19:27). Since a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai has the status of Torah law, a minor nazirite shaves despite this 
prohibition. 


HALAKHA 


A man is obligated to educate, etc. - 3) sand IN W: 
Aman is obligated to educate his son in mitzvot (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:1; Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin 4:13; and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 12:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 17:3, 37:3, 343:1, 657:1, and Yoreh De‘a 
245:1). 


But a woman is not obligated to educate, etc. — px) 
^D) sand nan mwxit: The authorities dispute whether a 
woman is obligated” to educate her son in mitzvot. The 
question is whether the statement of the Gemara here that 
she is exempt is in accordance with the opinion of Reish 
Lakish, whereas Rabbi Yohanan disagrees, or whether this 
opinion is unanimous (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Talmud Torah 1:1; Haggahot Maimoniyot on Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 2:10; Magen Avraham and 
Mahatzit HaShekel on Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 343:1). 


He is not obligated to educate his daughter - ix ina 
mand an: A man must educate his minor daughter in 
the mitzvot she will be obligated to perform upon her 
maturity, as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan. Even Reish Lakish maintains that he is 
exempt only with regard to naziriteship and similar mitzvot 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 2:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 616:2; Magen Avraham on Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 343:1). 


With regard to naziriteship, yes; with regard to vows, no - 
xb Da pr ma: A man can vow that his minor son 
should be a nazirite, but he cannot impose any other kind 
of vow on him (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:13). 


NOTES 


A woman is not obligated to educate — NIM TONI px 
sand: Some commentaries note that according tothe opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan, whose ruling is accepted as halakha, 
a mother is obligated to educate her children in mitzvot 
(Meiri; Orah Mishor; see Keren Ora). 


His son yes, his daughter no — xb ina py i)a: The early 
commentaries question this ruling, based on the state- 
ment in tractate Yoma (82a) that one educates minors, both 
boys and girls, to fast on Yom Kippur. One answer is that 
educating for a fast is easy, as it lasts only one day, unlike 
the lengthier period of naziriteship. Additionally, there is a 
difference between mitzvot that a girl will be obligated to 
perform and naziriteship, which is not an obligation at all 
(Tosefot HaRosh; Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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The Gemara continues its question: However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, who said that 
Reish Lakish said that the reason the vow of naziriteship takes 
effect is in order to educate him in mitzvot, and it applies only 
by rabbinic law, how does he explain the fact that this nazirite 
performs the rounding of the head? How does a naziriteship, 
which is by rabbinic law, override a Torah prohibition? 


The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish holds that the rounding of 
the entire head" is prohibited only by rabbinic law, as the Torah 
itself prohibited shaving only the corners of the head, and the 
mitzva of education also applies by rabbinic law. And therefore 
the mitzva of education, which is by rabbinic law, comes and 
overrides the prohibition against rounding the head, which 
likewise applies by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara continues to ask along the same lines: Granted, 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who said it is a 
halakha with regard to a nazirite, this is why when he shaves at 
the conclusion of his naziriteship he brings an offering," as the 
halakha is that the minor is a nazirite in all regards, which means 
his offering is obligatory, like that of an adult nazirite. 


The Gemara continues its question: However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, who said that 
Reish Lakish said that the reason is in order to educate him in 
mitzvot, the minor’s offering is not a Torah obligation, which 
means that he brings non-sacred animals into the Temple court- 
yard for slaughter. The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish holds that 
the prohibition against slaughtering non-sacred animals in the 
Temple courtyard" does not apply by Torah law but by rabbinic 
law, and therefore this prohibition is disregarded due to the 
importance of the son’s education. 


The Gemara asks yet another question: Granted, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who said it is a halakha with regard 
to a nazirite, this is why when the son becomes ritually impure 
he brings an offering" of birds, and the priest may eat the bird 
sin-offering that was killed by means of pinching,® nipping the 
neck of the bird, rather than by regular slaughter. This permits a 
bird to be eaten only in the case of a proper bird offering. 


The Gemara continues its question: However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, who said that 
Reish Lakish said that the reason the vow takes effect is to educate 
the son in mitzvot, in this case the priest eats an unslaughtered 
animal carcass. If the son is not obligated to bring the offering, the 
priest will be eating a bird that was killed in a manner that does 
not render it fit for consumption, which means it has the status of 
an unslaughtered carcass. 


HALAKHA 


The rounding of the entire head - wx bs napa: The he may not derive benefit from the animal, although this is not 


Gemara later concludes (57b) that one who shaves only the 
corners of his head, and likewise one who shaves his entire 
head, are both liable to receive lashes for rounding the head 
Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:1 and Kesef 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 181:2). 


When he shaves he brings an offering — jay? 0 rian: Ifa 
ather vowed that his son should become a nazirite, the son 
must bring the offerings of a regular nazirite upon the comple- 
ion of his term (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:14). 


Non-sacred animals in the Temple courtyard - 71ya pain: 
t is prohibited to bring non-sacred animals into the Temple 
courtyard. One who slaughters non-sacred animals in the 
courtyard incurs lashes of rebelliousness from the Sages, and 


a Torah prohibition. The Kesef Mishne maintains that according 
to the Rambam, the prohibition against slaughtering these 
animals in the courtyard does apply by Torah law. However, 
no punishment is inflicted on one who does so, and the Torah 
does not prohibit the consumption of its meat (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:2-3; see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 16:6 and Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Geneiva 2:8). 


When he becomes ritually impure he brings an offering - *> 
}2 72 "2 raw: A father who vowed that his son should be 
a nazirite must ensure that the son observes all the halakhot 
of naziriteship. If he becomes ritually impure, the father must 
bring the offerings of impurity on his behalf (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:14). 
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The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that 
slaughter of a bird" is not obligatory by Torah law. Rather, by 
Torah law birds are fit to be eaten no matter how they are killed, 
and it was the Sages who decreed that they must be slaughtered. 
And he also maintains that the prohibition against bringing 
non-sacred animals for slaughter in the Temple courtyard does 
not apply by Torah law. Consequently the rabbinic mitzva of 
education overrides these prohibitions, as they too are rabbinic. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yosei hold this opinion? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, says: From where is it derived that the bird sin-offering 
that comes due to uncertainty" is not eaten? The verse 
states: “And they who have an issue, whether a male or a female” 
(Leviticus 15:33), which juxtaposes a female to a male:" Just 
as a male brings an offering for a definite sin," i.e., for a trans- 
gression he is sure he committed inadvertently, so too, a female 
brings an offering for a definite" sin. And just as a male brings 
a provisional guilt-offering for his uncertain transgression," 
so too, a female brings an offering for her case of uncertainty." 


And furthermore: Just as a male brings an animal for his 
uncertain transgression, a ram as a guilt-offering, from the same 
type from which he brings a definite sin-offering, an animal 
sin-offering, so too, a female brings the same type for her case 
of uncertainty from the same type from which she brings for a 
definite offering, i.e., a bird if she is a zava or gave birth. This leads 
to the following question: If so, one can continue this line of 
thought: Just as a male brings an offering and it is eaten," so too, 
a female brings an offering and it should be eaten when 
she sacrifices an offering for uncertain childbirth. With regard to 
this case you say: 


HALAKHA 


Slaughter of bird - ay Monw: It is a positive mitzva 
that one who wishes to eat meat, including that of a bird, 
must slaughter it in the manner specified by the Oral Law 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:1; 4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 13:1). 


The bird sin-offering that comes due to uncertainty - nxwn 
pa by TNI NTO Aly: A bird sin-offering brought due to 
uncertainty, e.g., by a woman who might have been a zava, 
is not eaten after it has been slaughtered in the proper man- 
ner. Rather, it is burned like an invalid offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:10, 19:10 and Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:6, 7). 


A male brings an offering for a definite sin — ja; 8°22 13t 
seta by: If one unwittingly transgresses a prohibition that 
entails karet when transgressed intentionally, he is obligated 
to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 1:1). 


A female brings an offering for a definite sin — A977 
neti by }2 7p: A zava and a woman after childbirth bring offer- 
ings upon their ritual purification. These consist of a pigeon or 


a turtledove for a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 1:3). 


A male brings an offering for an uncertain transgression — 
papa by x2 Tat: If one is uncertain as to whether he has 
committed a sin whose accidental performance renders 
him obligated to bring a fixed sin-offering, he must bring 
a provisional guilt-offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 8:1). 


So too, a female brings an offering for her case of uncer- 
tainty - pap by TWIN TIVAN: If a woman was an uncertain 
zava or if she miscarried and is unsure whether it is a case that 
is considered a birth, she is obligated to bring an offering 
due to uncertainty (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 1:6-7). 


A male brings an offering and it is eaten — born ap wan: 
With regard to one who is unsure whether he has accidentally 
committed a transgression that warrants karet if committed 
intentionally, he must bring a provisional guilt-offering, which 
is eaten by priests in the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:1). 


NOTES 


The bird sin-offering that comes due to uncertainty - nxwn 
poet by Ma NT giy: These uncertainties typically involve 
a zav or zava, who must bring a bird sin-offering, as there is 
sometimes a doubt as to whether they saw an emission of a 
zav or some other emission. Similarly, a doubt might arise with 
regard to the time of the emission. Likewise, a childbearing 
woman, who brings a bird sin-offering if she is poor, might be 
unsure whether her stillborn child renders her obligated to 
bring an offering. The early commentaries state that the obli- 
gation to bring the bird sin-offering in a case of uncertainty 
is derived from this very verse: “And they who have an issue, 
whether a male or a female” (Leviticus 15:33). Consequently, 
this should be read as a double question: From where is it 
derived that a sin-offering is brought in a case of uncertainty, 
and from where is it derived that it is not eaten (Rosh; Shita 
Mekubbetzet; Rabbeinu Peretz)? 


Juxtaposes a female to a male - aot Tp wpa: The com- 
mentaries note that this juxtaposition is unnecessary with 
regard to obligatory offerings, as the Torah equates women 
o men with respect to all punishments. Tosafot note that 
additionally, the Torah generally uses neutral language in 
connection to offerings, for example: “When a person brings” 
Leviticus 1:2). Other early commentaries add that the terms 
male and female are imprecise in this context. These terms 
are used because some offerings, e.g., a bird sin-offering, are 
ypically sacrificed by females. The most common of these are 
he nest of a childbearing woman and the offering of a zava. 

eanwhile, the provisional guilt-offering is stated only in the 
masculine form. Others contend that the term: Female, refers 
only to the offering of a woman who has given birth, as the 
halakhot of males and females are not entirely the same in the 
cases of a zav and a zava (Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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HALAKHA 


Until when can he vow that his son should be a 
nazirite — Yna {24 NX VNA MA TY: A man can vow that 
his son should be a nazirite until the son becomes a man, 
at the point when he grows two pubic hairs. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:15). 


A minor one year before he or she reaches majority - 
wd Tap sbon: If a boy or girl who are within a year 
of maturity, i.e., twelve years old for a boy and eleven 
years old for a girl, uttered a vow and demonstrated that 
hey understood in Whose name they had vowed, their 
vows are valid by Torah law. Similarly, if they vowed when 
hey reached the age of majority, i.e., thirteen for a boy 
and twelve for a girl, then even if they did not demon- 
strate this understanding, their vows are valid by Torah 
aw. Likewise, their teruma is valid teruma, for the same 
reason. In tractate Nidda (46b) amora’im dispute this issue, 
with both Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish maintaining 
hat the status of a minor one year before he or she 
reaches majority applies by Torah law. However, if they 
ransgressed their vows they are liable to receive lashes 
only if they have developed two pubic hairs, which is the 
minimum criterion for punishment (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 11:4 and Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 233:1). 


NOTES 


A minor one year before he or she reaches majority 
[mufla hasamukh le’ish] - word piei sban: Most com- 
mentaries concur that the expression: Mufla hasamukh 
le‘ish, which can be translated as: One who is almost a 
man who explicitly utters a statement, refers to the year 
before a boy's maturity, i.e., the age of twelve, when he 
is almost but not quite a man. As for the meaning of 
the term, muffa, it indicates a vow, as in the verse: “If a 
man clearly [yafli] utters a vow" (Leviticus 27:2); the use 
of the term is probably based on this verse. Before he 
reaches this age, the vows of a minor are of no accoun 
but from the age of twelve onward the court examines 
his statements, and if it is clear that he understands the 
nature of a vow and in Whose name he took the vow, 
his vows are valid and binding like those of an adult in 
almost every respect. 
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No, you cannot make this claim, because if you say that this is true 
with regard to a male, when bringing his offering involves only 
one uncertain prohibition, i.e., that he might be bringing non- 
sacred animals into the Temple courtyard, shall you also say that 
this is the case with regard to a female, whose case includes two 
prohibitions? This concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara asks: What are these two prohibitions? Are they 
not the prohibition against consuming an unslaughtered animal 
carcass by eating a bird killed by pinching, and the prohibition 
against bringing non-sacred animals into the Temple courtyard? 
This shows that the prohibition against bringing non-sacred animals 
into the Temple courtyard applies by Torah law according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. Rav Aha, son of Rav 
Ika, objects to this: And perhaps one is not liable for these prohibi- 
tions by Torah law, rather, the baraita means that one is liable for 
this because it appears like two Torah prohibitions, although they 
actually apply only by rabbinic law. 


§ The Gemara returns to the question of whether the ruling that a 
man can impose naziriteship on his son is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai or whether it is part of the boy’s education. Let us 
say that this is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. As it is taught: 
Until when can a father vow that his son should be a nazirite?" It 
is until the son develops two pubic hairs; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: It 
is until he reaches the age of vows, usually approximately a year 
earlier, when he demonstrates an understanding of the nature of 
vows. If he vows at that age and comprehends the significance of his 
utterance, his vow is valid. 


What, is it not the case that this is a dispute between tanna’im: As 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai with regard to a nazirite, and therefore even 
though the son has already reached the age of vows and is capable 
of making his own decision with regard to the vow, this halakha 
states that the father continues to vow for him until he develops 
two pubic hairs, the sign of maturity. And Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the father can vow for the son only 
until he reaches the age of vows, holds that he imposes a vow on 
his son in order to educate him in mitzvot, and since the son has 
left the father’s supervision to the degree that he can utter his own 
vows, the father is no longer obligated to educate him in this area 


of halakha. 


The Gemara rejects this argument. The Sages say in response: No; 
this is not the correct explanation of that dispute, as one can say that 
everyone, both Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, agrees with Rabbi Yohanan that it is a halakha with regard 
to a nazirite, and here they disagree with regard to the issue of a 
minor one year before he or she reaches majority."" In other words, 
they dispute the case of a child who utters a vow when he is almost 
mature, on the verge of puberty. It is an accepted halakha that the 
vow of this child is valid if he understands its meaning. The dispute 
concerns the source of this halakha. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the status of a minor one year 
before he or she reaches majority applies by rabbinic law, and 
therefore the halakha by Torah law that a father can vow on behalf 
of his son comes and overrides the decree that one who is near the 
age of maturity is considered an independent adult with regard to 
vows, which is by rabbinic law. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, holds that the status ofa minor one year before he or she 
reaches majority applies by Torah law. Consequently, the halakha 
that a father can vow on behalf of his son does not apply to this case. 
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And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that a father 
vows for his son in order to educate him in mitzvot, which 
means it is by rabbinic law, and likewise the status of a minor 
one year before he or she reaches majority is also by rabbinic 
law. In that case, the tanna’im dispute the following: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi holds that the mitzva of education, which 
applies by rabbinic law, comes and overrides the status of a 
minor one year before he or she reaches majority, which is also 
by rabbinic law. 


And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that a father 
can vow for his son only until he reaches the age of vows, holds 
that the mitzva of education by rabbinic law does not come 
and override the status of a minor one year before he or she 
reaches majority. Consequently, there is no necessary connec- 
tion between this dispute of tanna’im and the argument between 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish as to whether the ruling that a 
father can impose naziriteship on his son is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai or an educational tool. 


With regard to the dispute concerning the time period for a 
father’s vow on behalf of his son, the Gemara suggests: Shall 
we say that the dispute between these tanna’im is like the dis- 
pute between those other tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita 
(Tosefta, Nidda 5:9): An incident occurred involving Rabbi 
Hanina’ in which his father vowed that he should bea nazirite 
when he was a minor, and they brought him before Rabban 
Gamliel, and Rabban Gamliel examined him to discern if 
he had already developed two pubic hairs, in which case the 
vow would not take effect, or if he had not developed them, 
which would mean that the vow was valid. 


Rabbi Yosei says that Rabban Gamliel examined him to discern 
whether he had reached the age of vows or not, which he 
maintains is the decisive factor. The child said to Rabban 
Gamliel: My teacher, do not go to the trouble of examining 
me, since if I am a minor I shall be a nazirite due to my father’s 
vow, and if I am an adult, I shall be a nazirite due to my own 
vow. Rabban Gamliel arose and kissed the child on his head. 
He said: I am certain of this child that he will eventually 
become an authority of halakha for the Jewish people. They 
said: In fact, it was only a few years later that the child issued 
rulings for the Jewish people. 


The Gemara explains its suggestion: Granted, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that 
a father can vow on behalf of his son only until he reaches the 
age of vows, this is why the child said: If I am a minor I shall 
be a nazirite due to my father, as he means: If I have not yet 
reached the age of vows. However, according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said that a father can vow nazirite- 
ship for his son until he develops two pubic hairs, despite the 
fact that he is already mature with regard to vows, what is the 
meaning of: And if I am an adult, I shall be a nazirite due to my 
own vow? 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hanina — x3 "37: This generally refers to Rabbi Hanina 
bar Hama, who lived in the intermediate generation between 
the tanna‘im and the amora‘im. Born in Babylonia, Rabbi 
Hanina bar Hama came to Eretz Yisrael at an early age and was 
fortunate enough to learn Torah from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was very fond of Rabbi Hanina, of whom 
he said: This is not a man but an angel. Rabbi Hanina also stud- 
ied from the greatest of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s students, prin- 
cipally Rabbi Hiyya. Rabbi Hanina lived in the town of Tzippori 
and made his living selling honey. His business thrived, and he 
used his success to support many scholars. He was considered 
one of the most formidable intellects of his generation and 


was also known for his righteousness and piety. His contri- 
butions to halakha and aggada are found throughout both 
the Babylonian Talmud and Jerusalem Talmud. Rabbi Hanina 
led a long life in good health and had the privilege of raising 
disciples over several generations. He and Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi were colleagues, and he was particularly pleased to see 
Rabbi Yohanan, who had been his student for many years, rise 
to greatness. The amora Rabbi Hama bar Hanina was possibly 
his son. Based on the context it is hard to accept that the story 
cited in the Gemara involves this Rabbi Hanina; rather, it is likely 
referring to another tanna of the same name. 
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Perek IV 
Daf30 Amud a 


NOTES 


He remains under his father’s authority - Pmwa xT 
Dp MIXT: Most commentaries explain this question as 
follows: If the son's statement: If | am a minor | shall be a 
nazirite due to my father’s vow, and if | am an adult, | shall 
be a nazirite due to my own vow, refers to the age of vows, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi must account for the fact that he has 
not yet left his father’s authority completely, which means 
that his father’s vow should still apply. After all, a father can 
impose a vow on his son even during the son’s thirteenth 
year, and after he has reached the age of vows. Why, then, 
does this son have to accept his own naziriteship when his 
father's is still in effect? See the alternative explanations of 
the Commentary on Nazir, and the Rid. 


One whose father was a nazirite - Vt Ya% ATW "3: There 
are two versions of this mishna. According to the alternative 
reading, which is the reverse of that of the standard text, 
everyone agrees that a son who became a nazirite after 
his father's death may use his unallocated money. They 
disagree only with regard to a father and son who were 
nazirites at the same time. According to the standard ver- 
sion, Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning is that if the father died before 
the son became a nazirite there is no connection between 
their naziriteship terms, whereas if they were nazirites con- 
currently he has a claim to his father’s naziriteship money. 
Those who accept the other version of the text explain that 
a son who was a nazirite in his father’s lifetime must tend 
to his own obligation, and therefore he may not make use 
of his father's offerings. Conversely, if he vowed after his 
father’s death he may stipulate the use of his money (see 
Commentary on Nazir and Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


A man can shave by using his father's naziriteship, etc. - 
“DIVAN my by nba worst: A man who vowed naziriteship is 
permitted to make use of his late father’s offerings. However, a 
woman may not do so (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 


8:15). 


One whose father was a nazirite, etc. — 13) 13 VIN TIW 2: 
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After all, he still remains under his father’s authority‘ with regard 
to naziriteship, as he has yet to develop two pubic hairs. Rather, 
one must explain that he said the following: I shall be a nazirite 
due to my father; I shall be a nazirite due to my own vow. In other 
words, he did not link his statement to the question of whether he 
was old enough to vow but to the issue of his father’s authority with 
regard to naziriteship, i.e., whether he had developed two hairs. 


The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, if he had developed two pubic hairs from the outset, 
i.e., before his father vowed, he would stand bound by his own 
naziriteship, and if he reached physical maturity at the end, i.e., 
after the vow ended, he would stand bound by his father’s vow of 
naziriteship. But if he developed two hairs in the middle of his 
naziriteship term, of what use would the son’s vow be? 


The Gemara clarifies: This works out well according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that a father 
can vow on behalf of his son until he reaches the age of vows. The 
reason is that this stage is by rabbinic law, and therefore the fact 
that the son has reached this stage does not automatically cancel 
the father’s vow. The son would complete his term and bring his 
offerings. 


However, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who 
said that a father can vow for his son only until he develops two 
pubic hairs, what can be said? If he grew two hairs during his 
father’s naziriteship it is no longer in effect, as by Torah law he is 
no longer under his father’s authority, so what is the halakha in 
that case? The Sages say in response: According to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, this child has no rectification until he sits 
for his term of naziriteship and also sits for the naziriteship of his 
father, i.e., he must be a nazirite for sixty days, to ensure that he 
completes a full term of thirty days, either for his own naziriteship 
or for that of his father. 


MI S HN An man can shave, i.e., bring the offerings 


at the close of his term of naziriteship, by 
using offerings originally designated for his father’s naziriteship," 
but a woman cannot shave by means of the offerings for her 
father’s naziriteship. How so; how is this halakha applied? It 
applies to one whose father was a nazirite™" and separated 
unallocated money for his naziriteship, i.e., he did not state 
which coins were for which of his offerings, and he died before 
buying the animals, and the son said after his father’s death: I am 
hereby a nazirite on the condition that I will shave by means of 
the money that my father set aside. 


Rabbi Yosei said: In that case these coins are allocated for com- 
munal gift offerings, and the son may not use them, as this is not 
the case of the halakha that a son can shave by using his father’s 
naziriteship. Rather, who is the son who can shave by using his 
father’s naziriteship? This is referring to a son and his father who 
were both nazirites" during his father’s lifetime, and his father 
separated unallocated money for his naziriteship and died; this 
is the one who may shave by using his father’s naziriteship. 


If one's father was a nazirite who had separated unallocated 
money for his offerings before he died, the son may use that 
money for his own offerings if he said after his father's death: 
| am hereby a nazirite on the condition that | can bring my 
offerings from the money set aside by my father. This is in accor- 
dance with the unattributed opinion in the mishna (Rambam 


Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15). 


A son and his father who were both nazirites, etc. — aw 1 
931 DVI WAN İN NIT: In a case where both a man and his father 
were nazirites, and the father separated unallocated money 
before he died, the son may use the money if he stated after 
his father’s death that he will shave by means of his father’s 
money. If he did not declare this intention, the money is used 
for gift offerings (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MBIT PNY 931 vay AMY wD "IIA 
UPITI eID ND IND wD IA N'T 
rich na WAX ny 


ima na Kby > mba xo xb 
AD pias pT PNT 


Perek IV 
Daf 30 Amud b 


maa - 1) ynwa xp 


IMDD ITT Py parva am YDY 
XUN abe awh YON ON) ays xb 
WNT OX TWD YO XA KIDY IX 

avars mon by nan 


DIYA vax wT VN VIR AW M 
mn ty PPIP KI D imad 
nbaw m - "MAX Miya by nhixw 
vax) sem maw on ba ware niya by 
-nn amy DYR vax wom DP 

SDP ITT ‘may ibe» bx Shi 


vax TIT IN PRD IN Wr 31 
VIK NYA by nhay xv Mt 


G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the reason 

for this difference between a man and a 
woman? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai with regard to a nazirite." The Gemara asks: It 
is obvious that this is so, even without this halakha. What is the 
purpose of stating this? Is Rabbi Yohanan coming to say that a 
son inherits from his father whereas a daughter does not, and 
therefore only a son who inherits from his father can use his 
animals, but not a daughter? This is obvious, as it is stated in the 
Torah that a daughter does not inherit from her father if he has a 
son (see Numbers 27:8). 


The Gemara answers: No, this halakha is necessary in a case when 
he has only a daughter, who does inherit from him. Lest you say 
that we learned this halakha with regard to heirs, i.e., that the 
halakha is that all heirs, including a daughter, can shave by means 
of their father’s offerings, 


the mishna therefore teaches us that it is a halakha that is unre- 
lated to inheritance; there is simply a tradition that a son can use 
the offerings for his father’s naziriteship while a daughter cannot. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do the Rabbis dis- 
agree with Rabbi Yosei," or do they not disagree? If you say they 
disagree, do they take issue with the first clause or with the latter 
clause of his halakha? The Gemara suggests an answer: Come and 
hear the following baraita: How did the Sages say that a man can 
shave" by using his father’s naziriteship? 


With regard to one whose father was a nazirite and his father 
separated money for his naziriteship and died, and the son said: 
Iam hereby a nazirite on the condition that I can shave by using 
my father’s money, this is the one who can shave by means of 
his father’s money. However, if a son and his father were both 
nazirites, and his father separated money for his own nazirite- 
ship and died, this money is allocated for communal gift offerings. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rabbi Eliezer, and Rabbi Meir, and Rabbi Yehuda said: This 
is the one who can shave" by using his father’s money. Their 
emphasis of: This is the one, indicates that they disagree with 
Rabbi Yosei entirely. In other words, where Rabbi Yosei rules that 
one can use his father’s money, they maintain that he cannot do 
so; and conversely, in a case where Rabbi Yosei says that one can- 
not spend his father’s money for his nazirite offerings, the Rabbis 
rule that he can do so. 


Do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Yosei — 313 moy pa php 
Dit: On the one hand, as the mishna itself does not explicitly cite 
a dispute in this regard, the entire mishna is apparently part of 
the traditional halakha, especially as the phrase: Rabbi Yosei said, 
usually indicates that he does not take issue with the previous 
statement. On the other hand, the phrase: Who is the one who 
shaves, indicates the existence of an opposing opinion that does 
not appear in the mishna. Some commentaries explain that the 
Gemara is asking whether Rabbi Yosei’s colleagues accept his 


ruling (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


NOTES 
This is the one who can shave, etc. - ^3) naw KIT TM: Some 
commentaries say that the phrase: This is, means: This case and 
no other, which indicates that the Rabbis disagree with both the 
first and last rulings, i.e., they maintain the reverse of Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion (Commentary on Nazir). In the Jerusalem Talmud a similar 
explanation is accepted, and the Josefta explicitly states likewise. 
Others claim that the first clause is unanimous, and the phrase: This 
is, refers only to the last clause. Consequently, the son can shave 
in both cases in the opinion of the Rabbis. Most commentaries 
accept this explanation, for various reasons. 


HALAKHA 
It is a halakha with regard to a nazirite - x7 areal 
m33: A man may shave by means of his father’s offer- 
ings, but a woman may not do so. This is in accordance 
with a halakha learned by tradition, as stated by Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15). 


HALAKHA 


How did they say a man can shave, etc. — 2% 193 
^D mn wot: Whether he vowed naziriteship i in his 
father's lifetime or after his death, a son can use the 
unallocated money his father left behind. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with Rabbi Yosei only with regard to his latter 
clause (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15). 
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HALAKHA 

Two nazirite sons — DP 02 13W: If a father died, leaving 
unallocated money for his naziriteship offerings, his sons 
divide the money between them, and each can shave with 
his share. In keeping with his general opinion, Rambam rules 
in accordance with the option accepted as the basis of the 
clause beginning with: If you say (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15). 


A firstborn and a regular son — vwa 7152: If a father left 
behind unallocated money for his naziriteship, his firstborn 
son receives a double portion. Apparently, the Rambam 
maintains that Rava's unresolved question refers solely to 
consecrated property, whereas as far as the father's nazirite- 
ship is concerned, it is considered an inheritance (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:15 and Kesef Mishne there). 


His father was a permanent nazirite, etc. - diy m PAK 
^3): If a father was a permanent nazirite and his son was a 
nazirite for a limited period, or vice versa, the son may use his 
father’s unallocated money, in accordance with the opinion 
accepted as the basis of the clause beginning with: If you say 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:16). 


His father was an impure nazirite — Kay 12 vax: If a father 
set aside money for the offerings of his impure naziriteship 
and died, his son cannot use them for his offerings of purity. 
Similarly, he cannot use money for pure offerings for his 
own naziriteship of impurity. Since this question was left 
unresolved by the Gemara, it is considered an uncertain 
case, and therefore the son does not fulfill his obligation if 
he uses the money in this manner (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:17). 


NOTES 


It is with regard to non-sacred matters that he has - pana 
a IT NYT: According to the Commentary on Nazir, the 
Gemara is asking whether this halakha was stated con- 
cerning only consecrated money or concerning even fully 
consecrated items. For example, does a firstborn receive a 
double portion of sacrificial meat? Alternatively, the sug- 
gestion is that there is a difference between a father who 
uses an expression of consecration, such as: These are for the 
offerings of my naziriteship, and one who states: These are 
for my naziriteship. The second expression merely indicates 
the separation of money for this purpose rather than a full 
consecration (Josafot; Rabbeinu Peretz). According to this 
explanation, this question is unrelated to the previous one, 
as it also applies to two sons who had an equal share in the 
inheritance. Others contend that this is a follow-up question 
to the earlier dilemma with regard to a firstborn and a regular 
son: Perhaps the advantage that a firstborn receives applies 
only to the inheritance of non-sacred items, as sacred objects 
are not included in the category of “All that he has” (Deuter- 
onomy 21:17). This issue has ramifications for any case of a 
father who leaves behind consecrated items: Do all the sons 
divide the items equally between them or does the firstborn 
receive an extra share (see Rosh; Shita Mekubbetzet)? 


BACKGROUND 


Shall stand [teiku] - pn: Various explanations have been 
suggested for the etymology of this term. One suggestion 
is that the word is an abbreviated version of tikom, let it 
stand. Another is that its source is tik, a case or pouch, whose 
contents are unknown. Likewise, the resolution of this matter 
is unknown as though it were hidden inside a case (Arukh). 
Although not the literal meaning, some raise the suggestion 
that the term alludes to a Hebrew acrostic: Tishbi yetaretz 
kushyot ve'abayyot: the Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the Prophet, will 
resolve questions and dilemmas (Josefot Yom Tov). 
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§ Rabba raised a dilemma: Ifa father has two nazirite sons," what 
is the halakha? The Gemara clarifies the sides of the dilemma: Does 
one say that we learned it as a halakha that a son can shave using 
money left for his father’s naziriteship, and therefore any son who 
precedes his brother and shaves using his father’s money has 
shaved and gained the entire sum? Or perhaps we learned this 
halakha from the case of inheritance, and consequently, each 
receives a half? 


Similarly, Rava raised a dilemma: If one has two nazirite sons, a 
firstborn and a regular son," what is the halakha? Does one say that 
we learned it as a halakha that a son may shave using money left for 
his father’s naziriteship, and this ruling is unconnected to inheri- 
tance, and therefore he does not need to shave only in accordance 
with what he receives as an inheritance? Instead, either each son 
receives half the money, or whoever precedes the other receives the 
entire sum. Or perhaps it is an inheritance, and just as the firstborn 
takes a double portion of the estate, so too he shaves with a double 
portion of this money? 


And if you say it is an inheritance and he shaves in accordance 
with the portion he receives, it is still possible that it is only with 
regard to non-sacred matters that a firstborn has" a double portion, 
but with regard to consecrated property this halakha does not 
apply. Or perhaps, since he acquires that money, although he uses 
it for the purpose of shaving it is no different, i.e., it does not matter 
that the money is for a sacred matter. 


The Gemara raises another dilemma: Ifhis father was a permanent 
nazirite and he was an unspecified nazirite, or if his father was 
an unspecified nazirite and he was a permanent nazirite, what is 
the halakha? Can this son shave using money left for his father’s 
naziriteship? Does one say that when we learned the halakha that 
a son can shave using money left for his father’s naziriteship, this 
applies only in a case where they are both unspecified nazirites, or 
perhaps it is no different, and the same halakha applies even if their 
naziriteships are of two different kinds? 


And if you say: Here, both cases are at least similar in that they 
involve ritually pure naziriteship, and therefore the son can make 
use of his father’s money, then Rav Ashi raises a different dilemma: 
Ifhis father was an impure nazirite" and he was a pure nazirite, or 
if his father was a pure nazirite and he was an impure nazirite, 
what is the halakha? Can the son shave using money left for his 
father’s naziriteship or not? No answer was found for any of these 
dilemmas, and the Gemara says that they shall stand? unresolved. 
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The conclusion reached in this chapter is that one may take a vow by associating him- 
self with the naziriteship of another. The exact language used by the second speaker 
determines his obligation in the event that the initial vow is nullified by a woman’s 
father or husband, or uprooted altogether by an act of dissolution performed by a 
halakhic authority. In this chapter it was also stated that a father or husband is entitled 
to nullify the vow of his daughter or wife at any point during her term, but not once 
she begins to bring her sacrificial animals. 


There is a difference between a case in which one states that certain animals or sums 
of money should serve as specific offerings and a case where no such specification is 
made. In the first situation an individual declares which animals should be the sin- 
offering, burnt-offering, guilt-offering, and peace-offering, or which sum of money 
should pay for each offering. In the second scenario the nazirite merely sets aside 
animals or the equivalent sums without specifying how they are to be used. The 
Gemara considers what happens in these cases if the naziriteship vow is canceled, 
e.g, it is nullified by a woman's husband, or the individual dies. The basic halakha is 
that each animal is treated differently when its use was determined beforehand, but 
other principles govern situations where no specifications were made. These rulings 
also apply when a nazirite wishes to use the animals his nazirite father set aside before 
dying. Despite the fact that in general one cannot achieve atonement with an animal 
designated for another person, a unique halakha permits this in the case ofa nazirite 
who inherits animals from his father. 


Another halakha of naziriteship concerns the power of a father to declare his son a 
nazirite. This option exists until the son reaches the age of maturity, and it is avail- 
able only for a father and with the son’s acquiescence. The vow does not take effect if 
the son rejects the naziriteship, either on his own accord or at the behest of his 
relatives. Animals set aside as offerings for a son’s naziriteship are sacrificed if he 
completes the term, or are treated like the offerings of a nazirite who dies if the vow 
is not observed. 


The chapter strays somewhat from its main topics to consider the case of a woman 
who does not observe her naziriteship properly. If a wife violates her naziriteship, 
unaware that her husband has in fact nullified it, she incurs lashes for rebelliousness 
by rabbinic law. This halakha shows that one’s intentions are significant beyond the 
strict observance of the halakha. God holds an individual accountable if he attempts 
to sin, even if his attempt at transgression actually fails. Conversely, one is credited 
for trying to perform a mitzva even when his behavior is flawed in some way. 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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Speak to the children of Israel, and say to them: When 
either man or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow 
of a nazirite, to consecrate himself to the Lord. 


(Numbers 6:2) 


Speak to the children of Israel, and say to them: When 
a man shall clearly utter a vow of persons to the Lord, 
according to your evaluation. 

(Leviticus 27:2) 


And all the tithe of the herd or the flock, whatever passes 
under the rod, the tenth shall be sacred to the Lord. 


(Leviticus 27:32) 


This chapter will address several issues which all stem from the same basic problem: 
Does a consecration founded on error or uncertainty take effect? 


The consecration of an item is considered not merely a promise, but a legal act in 
and of itself. Therefore, a consecration of an item to the Temple treasury is legally 
equivalent to transferring ownership of that item to another person. For this reason it 
can be argued that even if uttered in error, an act of consecration is binding. The same 
would be the case with regard to a vow of naziriteship or a vow of prohibition, as the 
phrase “to the Lord” is used in the Torah with regard to both of these. An error may 
occur if the individual was mistaken about the circumstances, or if he supposed that 
events in the future would unfold differently. Similarly, one might link his declaration 
to facts that cannot be verified. 


Conversely, it is possible that the act of consecration depends on one’s intention, and 
one’s statement is merely a verbal confirmation of one’s inner intention. The resolu- 
tion of this dilemma has important ramifications: The dissolution of vows is based on 
the ability ofa halakhic authority to detect a discrepancy between one’s thoughts and 
his statements. Can a halakhic authority dissolve a vow of consecration by identifying 
extenuating circumstances or regret on the part of the individual who took the vow? 


Although a vow of naziriteship is apparently just another type of vow, it is also similar 
to a consecration, as a nazirite is obligated to set aside offerings for the completion 
of his term. 


A related topic which will be addressed in this chapter is whether a conditional vow 
results in an obligation with regard to situations where the stipulation was possibly 


unfulfilled. 


Introduction to 
Perek V 
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MI S HN A Beit Shammai say: Consecration that 


one performs in error nevertheless 
renders property consecrated, 


and Beit Hillel’ say it is not consecrated." How so; what is 
considered an act of erroneous consecration? If one said: A 
black bull that will emerge from my house first is consecrated, 
and a white bull emerged first, Beit Shammai say it is conse- 
crated" and Beit Hillel say it is not consecrated. Similarly, if 
one said: A gold dinar that will come up first in my hand is 
consecrated, and when he reached into his pocket a dinar of 
silver came up, Beit Shammai say it is consecrated and Beit 
Hillel say it is not consecrated. Likewise, if one said: A barrel 
of wine that will come up first in my hand when I enter the 
cellar is consecrated, and a barrel of oil came up in his hand 
instead, Beit Shammai say it is consecrated and Beit Hillel say 
it is not consecrated. 


G E M ARA™ mishna taught that Beit Shammai 


say that consecration performed in 
error renders property consecrated, and Beit Hillel say it is not 
consecrated. The Gemara analyzes their dispute: What is the 
reason of Beit Shammai? They maintain that we derive the 
halakha of the initial stage of consecration from the final stage 
of consecration. The final stage of consecration is referring to 
substitution, when one attempts to substitute a non-consecrated 
animal for a consecrated one. Just as an act of substitution takes 
effect even in error," i.e., if one meant to say that his black bull 
should be a substitute for his consecrated animal and he actually 
said: This white bull, the white bull is rendered consecrated, so 
too, the initial stage of consecration takes effect even when 
done in error. 


And Beit Hillel say: This matter, i.e., the halakha that consecra- 
tion takes effect even when done in error, applies only to substi- 
tution, where there is an animal that is already fully consecrated. 
However, we do not have the initial status of consecration 
descend upon an item in error. 


Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel - boa mai Kaw ma: These titles 
refer to the schools of thought carried on by the disciples o 
Hillel the Elder and Shammai the Elder. Although there are only 
hree recorded matters of dispute between Hillel and Shammai 
hemselves, their students were relentless adversaries who served 
ogether in the Sanhedrin at the end of the Second Temple period 
and after its destruction. Their students were known to differ in 
many areas of halakha. With regard to the disagreements of these 
wo houses, a mishna states (Avot 5:20): Any controversy waged 
or the sake of Heaven shall ultimately be of lasting worth, bu 
any that is not waged for the sake of Heaven shall ultimately lead 


PERSONALITIES 


to no permanent result. Which controversy serves as an example 
of one waged in the service of Heaven? The controversy of Hillel 
and Shammai. And which was not for the sake Heaven? The 
controversy of Korah and his companions. 

Generally speaking, the disciples of Hillel and Shammai mir- 
rored the personalities of their respective teachers: The open and 
tolerant Hillel, and the harsh, severe Shammai, although there are 
exceptions to this rule. A list of the cases in which the disciples of 
Shammai were more lenient than the disciples of Hillel appears in 
tractate Fduyyot. In almost all disputes between the two schools, 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


HALAKHA 


Consecration that one performs in error...is not 
consecrated — WAPI px..myo wip: Any property 
which is consecrated in error is not considered con- 
secrated. For example, if one said: A black bull that 
will emerge from my house first is consecrated, and a 
white one emerged first, it is not consecrated. Similarly, 
if one said: A gold dinar that will come up in my hand 
first is consecrated, and he drew out a silver one, it 
is not consecrated, in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 6:34; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 258:2, in 
the comment of Rema). 


Substitution takes effect even in error - yo man 
Myva: If one substitutes an animal for an offering 
his action takes effect in that the animal becomes 
consecrated and he is liable to receive lashes. This is 
the halakha even if he erred in his statement, e.g., if 
he intended to say: This is the substitute of a burnt- 
offering, and he said: This is the substitute of a peace- 
offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:2). 


NOTES 


Anda white bull emerged. ..consecrated - Eey KY) 
wp: There are two explanations for Beit Shammai’s 
opinion, as cited in the Commentary on Nazir and 
Tosafot. According to one interpretation, the meaning 
is straightforward: Although the individual specified a 
black bull and a white one emerged, the white bull is 
consecrated. Likewise, if he spoke of a gold coin and 
he picked up a silver one, the silver coin is consecrated. 
Similarly, the barrel of oil is consecrated despite his 
mention of wine. The idea is that he intended to con- 
secrate the first item to emerge or be picked up, and 
he merely anticipated that the black bull, gold coin, 
or barrel of wine would be first. Alternatively, the first 
black bull to emerge is consecrated, even if it emerges 
after a white one. The same applies with regard to coins 
and barrels (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). 
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NOTES 

For this reason he states first — pw v2% 12: Some 
commentaries explain Rav Pappa’s statement as follows: 
This case does not in fact involve the unintentional applica- 
ion of consecration. Rather, the one who stated the vow 
of consecration initially meant to consecrate the first black 
bull to emerge, whether or not it was preceded by a white 
one (Josafot). According to the earlier explanation of the 
mishna, Rav Pappa disputes the initial understanding of 
he opinion of Beit Shammai, as he maintains that the 
white bull is not consecrated. Others contend that Rav 
Pappa maintains that the white bull is consecrated, as the 
erm: First, refers to any bull that exits first. This individual 
specified a black bull merely because he thought a black 
one would emerge first (Commentary on Nazir). In any 
case, Rav Pappa apparently maintains that Beit Shammai 
do not derive their ruling from the case of substitution. 


But he said, black bull - vax vinw qiw xm: As the case of 
he mishna discusses one who owned only a single black 
bull, the previous interpretation, that he is referring to the 
first of all his black bulls, cannot be correct. According to 
he explanation of Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, the Gemara 
is arguing the reverse: The fact that he specified the first 
black bull indicates that he owns several bulls of this kind, 
and he did not have a white one in mind at all. Rather, 
he was referring to the first of his black bulls to emerge. 
According to this explanation, the text of the Gemara must 
be emended, so that it reads: Are we not dealing with one 
who has two or three black bulls? 


Where he has two or three - xn pw ab Mx: If the 
individual owns several black bulls, it is therefore under- 
stood that he was referring to the first of his black bulls to 
emerge from the house. According to the explanation of 
Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, the text of the Gemara should 
be emended to read: Where he has only one black bull, 
and therefore he intended to consecrate the first bull to 
emerge, regardless of its color. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
who derive the halakha of the initial stage of consecration from 
substitution, just as if one said, at the start of the day: This animal 
is a substitute in exchange for this animal in the middle of the day, 
would it become a substitute from that time when he issued the 
statement, in opposition to his explicit statement? It would not. 
Rather, Beit Shammai certainly concede that the animal does not 
become a consecrated as a substitute until the middle of the day 
arrives, at which point it becomes a substitution. So too, in the 
case of the mishna, the consecration should take effect when the 
situation is revealed to be in accordance with his statement, i.e., 
only if a black bull emerges first. Only then should the animal be 
rendered consecrated, but not if a white bull emerges first. Why do 
Beit Shammai hold that in the case of the mishna the consecration 
takes effect in opposition to his explicit statement. 


Rav Pappa said: Beit Shammai concede that consecration does not 
take effect in opposition to one’s explicit statement. Rather, they 
maintain that it is for this reason that the man states: The black 
bull that will emerge from my house first," as he means the follow- 
ing: When the first black bull of all the black bulls I possess will 
emerge from my house, it will be consecrated. When Beit Shammai 
ruled that the bull is consecrated, they were referring to the first 
black bull that emerged, even ifit was not the first bull that emerged, 
as a white bull preceded it. 


The Gemara asks: But he said: Black bull,’ and are we not dealing 
even with a case where he only has this one black bull? If so, the 
Gemara’s initial interpretation of his statement is correct: The black 
bull is consecrated only if it is the first to emerge, but not if a white 
bull precedes it. The Gemara answers: No; it is necessary to state 
this halakha with regard to a case where he has two or three" black 
bulls. And Beit Hillel say: If so, i.e., if he intended to consecrate 
the first of his black bulls to emerge from the house, he should have 
said: The first black bull that will emerge from my house. Since he 
did not say this, he must have meant that the black bull should be 
consecrated only if it is the first bull of any kind to emerge. 


Rava from Barnish said to Rav Ashi, with regard to the explana- 
tion of Rav Pappa: Is this case he mentioned one of erroneous 
consecration? It is intentional consecration. According to the 
interpretation of Rav Pappa, there is no error. He intended to 
consecrate the first black bull that emerged, and that is what was 
consecrated. The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, it is called an 
erroneous consecration because he erred in his first statement. 
His statement of consecration gave the mistaken impression that 
he desired to consecrate the first bull that emerges, even if it is white. 


In any case, Rav Pappa indicates that even Beit Shammai hold that 
an erroneous act of consecration does not take effect. The Gemara 
questions this assumption: And do Beit Shammai hold that an 
indisputably erroneous act of consecration is not considered an 
act of consecration? But didn’t we learn in the mishna (31b): With 
regard to one who took a vow of naziriteship and later made a 
request to the halakhic authorities to dissolve his vow, and they 
dissolved his vow, and he had already separated an animal for 
one of his nazirite offerings beforehand, it shall go out and graze 
among the flock, like any other non-sacred animal. 


The mishna continues: Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: Don’t 
you concede that the reason for this ruling is because it is an 
erroneous act of consecration, and that a consecration of this 
kind does not take effect, and that is the reason it shall go out 
and graze among the flock? The same halakha should apply to all 
erroneous acts of consecration. One can learn from here by infer- 
ence that Beit Shammai hold that an entirely erroneous act of 
consecration is considered consecration, as is evident from Beit 
Hillel’s question. 
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The Gemara answers: This is not the case; rather, it is Beit Hillel who 

erred in their understanding. They thought that Beit Shammai’s 

reasoning was because an erroneous act of consecration is consid- 
ered consecration, and therefore they raised a difficulty with regard 

to the case of a nazirite. And Beit Shammai said to them: Our 
reasoning in the case of the black bull is not because it is an errone- 
ous act of consecration. Rather, it is merely called an erroneous 

consecration because he erred in his first statement, as he actually 
meant to consecrate the first of his black bulls to emerge from 

his house. 


The Gemara continues to ask: And do Beit Shammai hold that 
an indisputably erroneous act of consecration is not considered 
consecration? Come and hear proof from the mishna (32b) that 
they maintain that an erroneously consecrated item is considered 
consecrated: If there were several people walking along the way, 


and one other person was approaching them, and one of those 
walking said: I am hereby a nazirite if this person coming toward us 
is so-and-so. And another one of them said: Iam hereby a nazirite 
if this is not so-and-so, while a third member of the group said: lam 
hereby a nazirite if one of you two is a nazirite, and a fourth said: I 
am hereby a nazirite if neither of you is a nazirite, and another 
added: I am hereby a nazirite ifboth of you are nazirites. Finally, the 
last person said: I am hereby a nazirite if all you who spoke before 
me are nazirites. Beit Shammai say that they are all nazirites, as by 
saying: Iam hereby a nazirite, they have accepted naziriteship upon 
themselves even if their statement turns out to be incorrect. 


The Gemara analyzes this mishna: But here, it is clearly a case of an 
erroneous act of consecration, as the statements of some of these 
individuals must have been incorrect, and yet the mishna teaches 
that Beit Shammai maintain that they are all nazirites. The Sages say 
in response: In fact, in general Beit Shammai hold that an erroneous 
act of consecration is considered consecration, as is evident from 
this halakha involving nazirites. However, the particular mishna here, 
concerning black and white bulls, is not’ based on that halakha. 
Rather, Rav Pappa’s explanation is the correct one. 


Abaye said a different explanation of the mishna: It should not enter 
your mind that the mishna is dealing with one who was standing in 
the morning and referred to a future event, i.e., that an animal will 
emerge from the house. Rather, with what are we dealing here? 
With one who is standing at noon," after the bulls had already 
left the house, and said: The black bull that emerged first from 
my house first shall be consecrated. And people said to him: A 
white bull emerged first. And he said to them: Had I known that a 
white bull emerged, I would not have said black. Therefore, the 
consecration was erroneous. 


The Gemara asks: How can you say that the mishna deals with one 
who is standing at noon and is speaking of a past event? But in a 
subsequent example the mishna teaches: A gold dinar that will 
come up in my hand first shall be consecrated, which is clearly refer- 
ring to a future event. The Gemara answers: You should emend the 
mishna and teach: A gold dinar that came up, in the past tense. The 
Gemara continues to ask: Didn't the mishna state: A barrel of wine 
that will come up in my hand first shall be consecrated, which is also 
referring to the future tense. The Gemara similarly answers that one 
should teach in the mishna: A barrel that already came up. 


NOTES 


Here not - xb 377: Beit Shammai maintain that an 
erroneous act of consecration is considered conse- 
cration; however, this cannot be proven from this 
mishna, which is properly explained in accordance 
with the explanation of Rav Pappa (Commentary on 
Nazir). Alternatively, the Gemara intends to draw a 
distinction between the case of the mishna and the 
case of the nazirites. In the case of the mishna, where 
the one taking the vow of consecration specified a 
black bull, Beit Shammai may maintain that the white 
bull does not become consecrated, as that would 
be in contradistinction to his explicit statement. By 
contrast, in the case of the people walking along 
their way, each of them thought he was correct in 
his statement, and intended to accept naziriteship 
accordingly. In this type of case, even if one of them 
was found to have been in error, Beit Shammai 
maintain that this act of erroneous consecration, i.e., 
acceptance of naziriteship, does take effect. 


With what are we dealing here, with one who is 
standing at noon - KIPRA DYPT YPPY Na NDT: 
The early commentaries ask: If the case involves 
one who claims to have made an error, why is it 
necessary to emend the mishna so that it refers to 
the past rather than the future? One can simply say 
that the mishna is dealing with a person who in the 
morning said that the black bull that will emerge is 
consecrated, and afterward explains that he merely 
assumed that the black bull would emerge first. The 
answer is that since he had no way of knowing which 
bull would emerge first when he took the vow, his 
mention of a black bull demonstrates his intention, 
and therefore he cannot revise his statement after 
the fact. As he has no way of predicting future events, 
he must have meant a black bull, not a white one 
(Tosafot; see Commentary on Nazir). 
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BACKGROUND 


A white patch on a black bull is a deficiency - xn 
xp KAJNA: If there is a breed of bull whose skin color 
is “entirely black, a white spot on its skin is not the product 
of mixed breeding, but rather, is the result of a blemish. It 
is possible that a wound on that spot caused the roots of 
the hair to lose their natural pigment. Although the wound 
did not leave any other marks on the bull, nevertheless it 
can be assumed that there is a defect in the flesh beneath 
the white patch. 


Karmanian — *x777: This term apparently refers to a 
Persian province that was once known as Carmania and is 
now referred to as the Kerman Province. Its capital is the city 
of Kerman. This province is found in western Iran, just south 
of Kurdistan. For many generations it was an important 
agricultural center which exported fruits and vegetables to 
the rest of the country. 


Kerman Province 


Black, red, white — KWI XAD NDK: It can be inferred 
from the Gemara that this does not refer to a single breed 
of bull comprised of animals of various colors. Rather, it is 
speaking of different breeds, each of which has a distinct 
color, as certain types of spotted cattle and other breeds 
have only one color. This helps clarify the Gemara's claim 
that a particular breed of bull is better for plowing, due to 
its strength and temperament, whereas another kind has 
finer skin. It is noteworthy that the black bull is described 
elsewhere in the Talmud as a highly dangerous animal. 


NOTES 

When one consecrates — Wj +3: Whenever one conse- 
crates an item to the Temple by means of a vague formula- 
tion, his words are interpreted in a limited, restricted manner. 
Consequently, one who mentions a bull presumably has his 
most inferior quality bull in mind. In this case, the bull that 
emerged was of the superior white variety, and therefore 
it is assumed that this was not his initial intention (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). Even Beit Shammai agree that this kind 
of erroneous act of consecration is invalid, as he certainly 
did not intend to consecrate the animal in this manner 
(Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


Consecrates generously — wpa ma» pya: If one con- 
secrates a field full of trees to the Temple treasury, the 
trees themselves are also consecrated even if the individual 
did not say so explicitly, as it is presumed that one conse- 
crates in a generous manner (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin VaHaramim 4:15). 


One who took a vow of naziriteship, and requested of a 
halakhic authority to dissolve it, and the authority ruled 
that he is bound by his vow - pony Sewn wna TY n 
iDN: If one vows to be a nazirite and, under the i impression 
that his vow is invalid, proceeds to drink wine, if he later 
requests of a halakhic authority to dissolve his vow, yet that 
one rules that the vow is in force, he counts the duration of 
his naziriteship from the time he took the vow. However, the 
Sages decreed that he must add additional days to his term 
to compensate for the days during which he neglected to 
observe the halakhot of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 4:13). 


If he had an animal separated - nyama maga b am: 
If a nazirite set aside his offerings and later had his vow of 
naziriteship dissolved by a halakhic authority, the animals 
he separated are non-sacred and may rejoin the rest of his 
flock, as the consecration was in error (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 9:8). 
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§ The Gemara quotes a statement related to the case in the 
mishna with regard to black and white bulls. Rav Hisda said: A 
black bull among white ones is deficient, as white bulls are 
superior in quality, and a white patch on a black bull is a 
deficiency.’ Having stated these assessments, the Gemara 
returns to discuss the mishna. We learned in the mishna that 
if one said: The black bull that will emerge from my house 
first is consecrated, and a white one emerged. It entered our 
minds to assume that when one consecrates" property to the 
Temple treasury he consecrates sparingly, i.e., he does not give 
his property that is superior in quality or value, unless he 
expressly says so. And yet Beit Shammai say that the white bull 
in this case is consecrated, which indicates that the white one 
is inferior in quality, which contradicts the statement of Rav 
Hisda. 


The Gemara examines this assumption: Rather, what then? 

Will you say that according to the opinion of Beit Shammai one 

typically consecrates generously" and donates his property that 
is superior? However, the continuation of the mishna states that 
if one said: The gold dinar that will come up in my hand first, 
and a silver one came up, Beit Shammai say it is consecrated. 
If Beit Shammai hold that one would have in mind to consecrate 

only the superior property, why would the inferior silver coin be 

consecrated? 


The Gemara counters: Rather, what then? Does a person con- 
secrate sparingly? Yet the subsequent example of the mishna 
states that if one said: A barrel of wine that will come up in 
my hand first, and one of oil came up, Beit Shammai say it is 
consecrated. But oil is preferable to wine, so why is the oil 
consecrated? The Gemara answers: If the problem is due to that, 
this is not difficult, as this mishna was taught in the Galilee, 
where wine is preferable to oil. Olive trees are plentiful in the 
Galilee, and therefore oil is cheaper than wine. Therefore, the 
entire mishna can be explained in accordance with the opinion 
that people consecrate sparingly. 


The Gemara comments: In any case, the first clause of the 
mishna poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav Hisda, as it 
indicates that a white bull is less valuable than a black one. The 
Gemara answers that Rav Hisda could have said to you: When 
I said that a white one is superior, I was referring only to a 
Karmanian® bull, a type of bull in which the white animals 
are superior in quality to the black ones. In all other cases black 
bulls considered superior, and the mishna was referring to 
standard bulls. 


The Gemara quotes another statement with regard to bulls: And 
Rav Hisda said with regard to bulls: A black bull is good for its 
hide; a red one is good for its meat; while a white bull is good 
for plowing.’ The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav Hisda say: A 
black bull among white ones is deficient, which indicates that 
a black one is inferior in all regards? The Gemara again answers 
that Rav Hisda could reply: When I said that, I was referring 
only to a Karmanian bull, but not to other bulls. 


MI S HNA With regard to one who took a vow of 


naziriteship, who then regretted his vow 
and stopped observing the prohibition against drinking wine, 
and later requested of a halakhic authority to dissolve his vow, 
and the authority ruled that he is bound by his vow," finding 
no reason to dissolve it, he counts the term of naziriteship from 
the time that he vowed, including the days when he acted as 
though the vow were dissolved. In a case where he requested 
of a halakhic authority to dissolve his vow and the authority 
dissolved it, ifhe had an animal separated" as a nazirite offering 
it shall go out and graze among the flock. 
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On the basis of this halakha, and continuing their discussion in the 
previous mishna, Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: Don’t you 
concede with regard to this case that it is an erroneous act of 
consecration, and yet the halakha is that it shall go out and graze 
among the flock? This shows that you too accept the principle that 
an erroneous act of consecration does not take effect. Beit Shammai 
said to Beit Hillel: Don’t you concede with regard to one who was 
separating the animal tithe from his herd, i.e., passing his animals 
before him single file and consecrating every tenth one as a tithe, that 
if he erred and called the ninth animal: Tenth;" and the tenth: 
Ninth; and the eleventh: Tenth, that each of them is consecrated? 
This proves that an erroneous act of consecration does take effect. 


Beit Hillel said to them: It is not the rod that consecrates it. The 
touch of the rod does not consecrate the animal, nor does the fact 
that he said: Tenth, by mistake. Not all errors cause the tithe to be 
consecrated, and the proof is as follows: And what would be the 
halakha if he had erred and placed the rod on the eighth or on the 
twelfth, and labeled them: Tenth? Can it be suggested that perhaps 
he performed anything of consequence? The halakha is that the 
eighth or twelfth animal cannot be consecrated as tithe. Rather, 
why is the ninth or eleventh animal consecrated? There is a specific 
reason for this halakha, as the same verse that consecrated the tenth 
also consecrated the ninth 


and the eleventh. It is a Torah edict that the consecration takes effect 
with regard to those two animals. Therefore, one cannot infer from 
this case that an erroneous act of consecration takes effect. 

The Gemara asks: Whose opinion is 


GEMA expressed in the mishna, when it rules that 


one whose request to dissolve his vow was rejected by a halakhic 
authority counts the duration of his naziriteship from the moment 
he took the vow, including the days on which he did not observe the 
halakhot of naziriteship in practice? The Gemara responds: It is 
neither the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, nor that of the Rabbis. 


As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta Nedarim 1:6): With regard to 
one who took a vow of naziriteship and later transgressed his 
vow of naziriteship" by drinking wine, the halakhic authorities do 
not attend to his request to dissolve his vow, nor do they let him 
complete his term as a nazirite by sacrificing offerings, unless he 
counted, i.e., observed, days of the prohibitions of naziriteship for 
the same number of days in which he behaved with permissive- 
ness concerning the restrictions ofa nazirite. Only after he observes 
the prohibitions of naziriteship for the number of days that his 
observance lapsed will a halakhic authority hear his request for 
dissolution, or allow him to bring his offerings. Rabbi Yosei says: 
Thirty days is enough for him." He is required to observe additional 
days of naziriteship only if he transgressed his vow of naziriteship for 
thirty days or more. 


Thirty days is enough for him - D9 ow 49: According to 
Rabbeinu Tam, cited by Rabbeinu Peretz, the decisive factor is 
whether he transgressed his vow for at least thirty days. If he 
transgressed his vow for less than this period, the Sages do not 
obligate him to observe the missing days; rather, it is enough 
for him to complete his term of naziriteship. This explanation 
fits in well with the discussion in the Gemara that follows Rabbi 


Yosei’s statement. 


By contrast, most commentaries explain that Rabbi Yosei 
is referring to the number of days the individual must add to 


NOTES 


his naziriteship. According to some commentaries, Rabbi Yosei 
maintains that he is always required to observe extra days of 
naziriteship to compensate for the period he failed to observe, 
but this amounts to no more than thirty days (Tosafot). Others 
contend that Rabbi Yosei merely requires him to observe thirty 
days of naziriteship in accordance with halakha. For example, if 
he vowed to be a nazirite for a period of eighty days and for fifty 
days acted as though the vow were dissolved, he does not have 
o add anything, as he still has thirty days of naziriteship remain- 
ing (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 

Called the ninth tenth - wy yn Tp: If one was 
ithing his flock by releasing them from their pen one 
by one and erred in his counting, if he called the eighth 
in line or any lower number, or the twelfth in line or any 
higher number: Tenth, they are not consecrated. This is 
he halakha regardless if he did so unwittingly or inten- 
ionally. However, if he called the ninth or the eleventh: 
Tenth, they are consecrated. This is a halakha learned by 
radition (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 8:1). 


HALAKHA 


One who took a vow and later transgressed his 
naziriteship — in by 7291 TW 1: If one took a vow 
of naziriteship, and for whatever reason thought the 
vow was not in effect, and as a result failed to observe 
the prohibitions of naziriteship, if he later requested of a 
halakhic authority to dissolve the vow and his vow was 
not dissolved, he counts the duration of his naziriteship 
from the time he took the vow. However, he must add 
days corresponding to the days he failed to observe 
naziriteship. For example, if he took a standard vow of 
naziriteship of thirty days, and then failed to observe the 
halakhot of a nazirite for ten of those days, he must keep 
an extra ten days. If he transgresses his vow of nazirite- 
ship during that ten-day period he is liable to receive 
lashes for rebelliousness from the Sages. This applies 
only to a short term of naziriteship. 

If his naziriteship was lengthy, he is required to add 
only thirty days, as the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. The Rambam holds in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Yosei, as does the Shulhan Arukh with 
regard to all other vows, with the exception of cases 
where this stringency might cause one to sin. By contrast, 
most early commentaries maintain that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, the 
tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yosei (Shakh; Ra’avad; 
Rosh; Rabbeinu Yeruham). Consequently, this nazirite 
must make up the entire period he failed to observe, 
even if it amounts to more than thirty days. If he trans- 
gressed his vow and did not add to his term the number 
of days during which he violated his naziriteship, even 
if his naziriteship was lengthy the Sages penalize him 
by refusing to dissolve his vow until he completes the 
number of days of his initial vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 4:13-15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 208:2-3). 
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NOTES 


The initial consecration has been uprooted — 
wp PY PYT: Most commentaries 
explain this as follows: Although substitution 
does apply in error, if the sanctity of the first 
animal was uprooted so that it became a non- 
sacred animal, the substitution is nullified. One 
does not say that the sanctity of a substitution 
ook effect with regard to the second animal; 
rather, the dissolution of the vow pertaining 
o the first animal negates the sanctity of its 
substitute as well. This is exactly parallel to 
he case of a nazirite vow that was completely 
uprooted: Once the vow of naziriteship itself is 
dissolved, the sanctity of the animals separated 
or his naziriteship is also no longer in effect. 


The Master said - va “vate: The commentaries 
point out that this is an example of the unusual 
anguage of Nazir, as the phrase: The Master 
said, generally introduces an external citation 
quoting amora’‘im or tanna‘im from a source 
external to the Gemara’s discussion, rather than 
a quote from the current mishna (Commentary 
on Nazir). 


BACKGROUND 


Animal tithe — mana vwy: On three occasions 
each year, the owner of a herd of kosher ani- 
mals was required to gather all the animals 
born during the preceding period into an 
enclosure, and to let them out one by one. 
These animals were passed “under the rod” of 
he shepherd (Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth 
animal was marked with red paint, to indicate 
hat it was consecrated. These animals were 
consecrated as animal tithe. If the animal was 
fit to be sacrificed, it was brought to the Temple 
and sacrificed in a manner similar to that of a 
peace-offering. Its blood was sprinkled on the 
altar, and its meat was eaten by its owner, but 
not by the priests. The details of the halakhot 
of animal tithe are elucidated in tractate 
Bekhorot. 


HALAKHA 


His error and all the more so his intentional 
declaration — inna jaw boy iyu: If one was 
separating animal tithes and called the ninth 
or the eleventh animal: Tenth, the animal in 
question is consecrated whether he did so 
unwittingly or on purpose. This halakha is in 
accordance with the majority opinion of Rav 
Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 8:1). 
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The Gemara elaborates: Which of these opinions might correspond to 
that of the mishna? Ifit is that of the Rabbis, it is difficult with respect 
toa short naziriteship, i.e., a standard term of naziriteship, which lasts 
for thirty days. The Rabbis maintain that he cannot include all the days 
from the time he took the vow even if his naziriteship was short. They 
hold that he must add days corresponding to the days that he failed to 
observe the halakhot required of a nazirite. If it is that of Rabbi Yosei, 
although he agrees that one who transgresses his vow of naziriteship 
for a short period of less than thirty days need not add to his term, 
it is nevertheless difficult with regard to a lengthy naziriteship, as 
even Rabbi Yosei rules that in such a case the individual must observe 
naziriteship for additional days. 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, you can say that the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and if you wish, you can 
say it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The Gemara 
explains: If you wish, you can say that the mishna is in accordance 
with Rabbi Yosei: Here, the baraita is speaking of a lengthy nazirite- 
ship; there, the mishna is referring to a short naziriteship. In other 
words, the mishna refers only to one who transgresses his vow of 
naziriteship for less than thirty days. 


And if you wish, you can say that the mishna follows the opinion of 
the Rabbis, by emending its wording: Do not say that he must observe 

naziriteship from the time that he vowed; rather, say: Like from the 

time that he vowed. That is, he must count his naziriteship corre- 
sponding to the time that has elapsed since he took his vow, exactly as 

stated by the Rabbis. 


§ The mishna taught that with regard to one who requested of the 
halakhic authorities and they dissolved the vow for him, and he had 
already separated an animal for a nazirite offering, it shall go out and 
graze among the flock. Rabbi Yirmeya said: From the ruling of Beit 
Shammai one can learn a halakha with regard to the opinion of Beit 
Hillel. Is it not the case that Beit Shammai say that an erroneous act 
of consecration is considered consecration, and yet once the matter 
is revealed that his vow of naziriteship was not right, i.e., it has been 
dissolved, the animal is considered non-sacred and shall go out and 
graze among the flock. 


Rabbi Yirmeya continues: According to the opinion of Beit Hillel as 

well, even though they say that a substitution of a consecrated animal 

for another performed in error is a valid substitute, this applies only 
when the initial consecration, i.e., the consecration of the first animal, 
is in effect, in which case a substitution can take place. However, in 

a situation where the initial consecration has been uprooted," i.e., a 

halakhic authority dissolved the vow pertaining to the first conse- 
cration, the first animal is no longer consecrated, and therefore the 

substitute is also uprooted, i.e., the animal remains non-sacred. 


§ The Master said" in the mishna: Don’t you concede with regard 
to one who called the ninth animal: Tenth, that it is consecrated? It 
was stated that amora’im engaged in a dispute concerning this point. 
With regard to the animal tithe,” Rav Nahman said: It is consecrated 
in the above manner only if it resulted from his error, but not from 
his intentional declaration. If the owner was aware that it was the ninth 
animal and called it: Tenth, on purpose, his consecration is ineffective. 
Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna say: His error consecrates the 
animal, and all the more so his intentional declaration," i.e., if he 
called the ninth or eleventh animals: Tenth, in full knowledge that they 
were not the tenth. 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: According to your opinion, that you say 

itis only his error that consecrates the ninth animal and not his inten- 
tional declaration, consider that Beit Shammai said the following to 

Beit Hillel in the mishna as proof that erroneous consecration is valid: 

Don’t you concede that if he called the ninth: Tenth; the tenth: 

Ninth; and the eleventh: Tenth, that all three are consecrated? And 

Beit Hillel were silent in face of this question. 
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However, according to your opinion, let Beit Hillel say to Beit Sham- 
mai: While it is correct that an erroneous act of consecration takes 

effect with regard to animal tithe, one cannot learn the halakha of 
other types of consecration from there, as what is unique about tithe 

is that it is not consecrated if his declaration concerning the wrong 
animal was intentional, whereas other types of consecration are 

typically the result ofa purposeful act. Since other types of consecra- 
tion take effect with intent, an erroneous act of consecration is not 

considered consecration. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: This is the reason that Beit Hillel did not 
say that answer to Beit Shammai, as one can argue in the opposite 
manner, by saying that it is an a fortiori inference: If tithe, which 
is not consecrated when he acts intentionally, is nevertheless 
consecrated if he acted erroneously; with regard to other types of 
consecration, which are consecrated intentionally, is it not all 
the more so that an act of erroneous consecration should render an 
item consecrated? 


The Gemara rejects this argument: And this is not so, as this a fortiori 
inference is flawed, as consecration depends on the intention of 
the owner," and therefore it cannot apply when done in error. By 
contrast, the animal tithe is not consecrated through the intention 
of its owner but merely by counting, as every tenth animal is 
consecrated. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who took a vow of nazir- 


iteship and went to bring his animal which 
he set aside for his nazirite offering and discovered that it was stolen, 
and due to the need to separate an additional animal now regrets 
having taken his vow, if he took a vow of naziriteship before his 
animal was stolen," he is a nazirite, as a vow cannot be dissolved as 
the result of a later event. 


But if he took a vow of naziriteship after his animal was stolen, he 
is not a nazirite, as it is retroactively established that his vow was 
taken in error from the outset, as he relied on an animal he did not 
possess. And this was the error that Nahum the Mede’ erred when 
he failed to distinguish between an event that occurred before the 
vow was taken and an event that occurred afterward. The incident 
in question was as follows: When nazirites were ascending from 
the exile to sacrifice their offerings, and they found the Temple 
destroyed, Nahum the Mede said to them: If you had known that 
the Temple would be destroyed, would you have taken a vow of 
naziriteship? They said to him: Certainly not, as there is no remedy 
for a naziriteship in this case. And Nahum the Mede dissolved the 
vow for them. 


And when the matter came before the Rabbis, they said: His ruling 
is incorrect. Rather, whoever took a vow of naziriteship before the 
Temple was destroyed, like these nazirites from the exile, he is a 
nazirite, as he committed no error at the time of his vow, and one 
cannot dissolve vows based a new situation. However, one who stated 
his vow after the Temple was destroyed is not a nazirite, as he 
vowed based on an erroneous assumption. 


PERSONALITIES 


Nahum the Mede — a7 ima: Nahum the Mede was a promi- a young age in order to study Torah. He was among the so- 


nent Sage at the time of the destruction of the Second Temple. 
Based on his nickname (see Avoda Zara 7b) he apparently came 
from Media, although he likely immigrated to Eretz Yisrael at 


called Dayanei Gezeirot, the Chief Judges in Jerusalem who were 
authorized to issue community-wide enactments. Several of his 
halakhic rulings are mentioned in the Mishna and in baraitot. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


As consecration depends on the intention of the 
owner - 19A mY KAYTA WAPI: According to the 
explanation of Rav Shimi bar Ashi, the question posed 
o the opinion of Rav Nahman from the answer of Beit 
Hillel stands (Commentary on Nazir). Other commentaries 
claim that this question does not disprove the opinion 
of Rav Nahman, as one can explain that although Beit 
Hillel could have provided the answer suggested by Rava, 
hey preferred an alternative response, as stated in the 
Jerusalem Talmud. 


HALAKHA 


f he took a vow of naziriteship before his animal was 
stolen — W Sina Maa KIW W OX: With regard to one 
who took a vow of naziriteship and went to get the offer- 
ings he had set aside only to find they were lost or stolen, 
if he took his vow before the animal was stolen, he is a 
nazirite. If he took his vow after the animals were stolen 
he is not a nazirite, as it is considered an erroneous vow 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:2). 


NOTES 


He is not a nazirite — 13 1x: The commentaries state 
that in this case it is evident that the vow was errone- 
ous from the outset, as he took the vow based on the 
assumption that he had an animal ready to bring as an 
offering. Therefore, a halakhic authority can dissolve his 
vow (Tosafot). Others claim that the statement: He is not a 
nazirite, indicates that his vow does not require dissolution 
at all, as the vow is automatically void. Consequently, the 
earlier ruling: If the animal was stolen afterward he is a 
nazirite, does not mean that he cannot have the vow dis- 
solved. Rather, it means that this vow requires dissolution 
by means of a halakhic authority (Rambam's Commentary 
on the Mishna; Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, citing Com- 
mentary on Nedarim). 
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HALAKHA 


They may not broach dissolution by asking about a 
new situation — ia pania py: A halakhic authority 
may not broach the dissolution of a vow by means of 
a new situation. For example, if someone vowed not to 
derive benefit from another, and that person became a 
great scholar who served the entire community, a hala- 
khic authority may not say to the one who vowed: Would 
you have uttered your vow had you known that he would 
become a scholar? One may mention only an event that 
is very likely to occur. Some authorities (Rema; see Shakh) 
state that if he entirely regrets having taken the vow, as 
nothing positive for him resulted from his vow, it can 
be dissolved based on this regret, even a new situation 
contributed to his regret (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot 
Shevuot 6:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 228:7, 12, and the 
comment of Rema on 228713). 


However, they may broach dissolution by asking about 
the conditions of a new situation — Xana pnma bax 
Tyin: Although dissolution is not broached by raising a 
new situation, a halakhic authority may reference the 
conditions of a new situation. In other words, a halakhic 
authority may ask the one who vowed whether he still 
would have vowed if someone had told him at the 
time that an event had occurred, despite the fact that 
the event actually happened later (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 228:13). 
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GEMA In relation to the mishna’s statement 

with regard to the dissolution of a vow of 
naziriteship due to a new situation, the Gemara cites a statement 
that Rabba said: The Rabbis overwhelmed Rabbi Eliezer until 
he retracted his ruling and established the halakha in accordance 
with their opinion. To what does this refer? As we learned in a 
mishna in Nedarim (64a): They may broach dissolution by asking 
about a new situation, i.e., a halakhic authority can dissolve a vow 
due to a new situation that the one who took the vow did not 
anticipate at the time he took his vow. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer; but the Rabbis prohibit this. Since Rabbi Eliezer 
does not disagree in the case of naziriteship in this mishna, he 
must have accepted the opinion of the Rabbis. 


And Rava said, with regard to the same issue: Even though the 
Rabbis said that they may not broach dissolution by asking 
about a new situation," however, they may broach dissolution 
by asking about the conditions of a new situation," i.e, with 
situations similar to a new situation. What are the circumstances 
of this type of broaching dissolution? The halakhic authorities 
say to the nazirites who took their vows before the destruction of 
the Temple: If a person had come and said to you before you 
took your vow that the Temple will be destroyed, would you 
have vowed? Although the destruction of the Temple itself is a 
new situation, its potential occurrence existed when they vowed, 
and therefore if they answered that they would not have vowed 
had they known this, their vows are dissolved. 


Rav Yosef said: If I had been there, when those nazirites arrived, 
I would have said the following to them, in order to dissolve their 
vows: Isn’tit written: “The Sanctuary of the Lord, the Sanctuary 
of the Lord, the Sanctuary of the Lord," are these” (Jeremiah 
7:4). This thrice repetition of “Sanctuary of the Lord” is referring 
to the First Temple and the Second Temple which are destined 
to be destroyed, leading to a Third Temple. These nazirites should 
have considered the possibility of the Temple’s destruction, and 
this can serve as a means of broaching the dissolution of their vows. 


The Gemara responds: Although they might have known that the 
Second Temple would be destroyed, as the verse speaks of three 
Temples, did they know when it would be destroyed? Would 
they have considered that it might occur in their lifetimes, prevent- 
ing them from sacrificing their offerings? Abaye said: And did 
they not know when? But isn’t it written: “Seventy sevens are 
decreed upon your people and upon your sacred city” (Daniel 
9:24), which indicates that the Second Temple would be destroyed 
seventy Sabbatical cycles of seven years after the destruction of 
the First Temple, which is 490 years. The Gemara answers: And 
still, did we know on which day it would be destroyed? It was 
therefore impossible to use this factor as a means to broach the 
dissolution of their vows. 


NOTES 


The Sanctuary of the Lord, the Sanctuary of the Lord - bon 
” bon wy; Most commentaries explain that the repetition 
of “the Sanctuary of the Lord, the Sanctuary of the Lord, the 
Sanctuary of the Lord are these” indicates that two Temples 
would be destroyed before the completion of the everlasting 
Third Temple. Consequently, these nazirites must have known 


that the Second Temple was slated for destruction (see Rosh). 


Others maintain that the future destruction of the Temple is 
not derived from this repetition; rather, the very fact that the 
prophet states that one cannot rely on the Sanctuary of the Lord, 
as it is liable to be destroyed, indicates that the fate of the First 
Temple can befall the second one as well (Rabbi Avraham min 
HaHar; see Commentary on Nazir, Tosafot, Shita Mekubbetzet, and 
Meromei Sadeh). 
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MI S HNA If there were people walking along the 


way, and one other person was approach- 
ing them, and one of those walking said: I am hereby a nazirite 
if this person approaching us is so-and-so." And another one 
of them said: I am hereby a nazirite if this is not so-and-so, 
while a third member of the group said: I am hereby a nazirite 
if one of you two is a nazirite,. and a fourth said: I am hereby a 
nazirite if neither of you is a nazirite,. and another added: I am 
hereby a nazirite if both of you are nazirites. Finally, the last 
person said: I am hereby a nazirite if all you who spoke before 
me are nazirites. 


Beit Shammai say that they are all nazirites, as by saying: 
I am hereby a nazirite, they have accepted naziriteship upon 
themselves even if their statements turn out to be incorrect. Beit 
Shammai maintain that a vow of naziriteship taken in error is 
considered a valid vow of naziriteship. And Beit Hillel say: Only 
he whose statement was not fulfilled is a nazirite. And Rabbi 
Tarfon says: Not a single one of them is a nazirite, including 
those whose statements were correct. Rabbi Tarfon maintains 
that a vow of naziriteship must be pronounced in an explicit 
manner, without any hint of uncertainty. In this case, none of 
them knew for sure the identity of the person coming toward 
them, and therefore they could not be certain they were nazirites 
at the time of their vows. 


If the person approaching them turned back" so that his identity 
was never discovered, not one of them is a nazirite. The matter 
was never clarified, and the halakha is lenient in cases of uncer- 
tain naziriteship. Rabbi Shimon says that the halakha is stringent 
with regard to an uncertainty of this kind, and therefore they 
should proceed as follows in order to avoid any uncertainty: 
Each of those who took a vow should say: Ifit was in accordance 
with my statement, I am hereby an obligatory nazirite, as my 
condition was fulfilled, and if not, I am hereby a voluntary 
nazirite, and in this manner they are all nazirites either way. 


GEMARA The Gemara questions the opinion of 
Beit Hillel: Why is he whose statement 
was not fulfilled a nazirite? Rav Yehuda said: One must emend 


the wording of the mishna so that it says: Only he whose 
statement was fulfilled becomes a nazirite. 


Abaye said: One must correct his understanding of the mishna, 
so that it deals with a situation where in addition to his first 
statement he said: Even if it is not so-and-so, I shall be a 
nazirite. And what is the meaning of the phrase: Whose state- 
ment was not fulfilled? It means: His first statement was not 
fulfilled, as it was not that person; rather, he is a nazirite because 
his last statement was fulfilled. 


§ The mishna taught that if the individual walking toward them 
turned back, so that his identity remained unknown, not one 
of them is a nazirite. The Gemara clarifies: The reason is only 
because he turned back, from which it may be inferred that if 
that person comes before us and is identified, the one who 
said he would be a nazirite if it is so-and-so is considered to be 
a nazirite. The Gemara inquires: In accordance with whose 
opinion is this halakha? 


HALAKHA 


I am hereby a nazirite if this is so-and-so — mw 12297 
nibs: With regard to two people who were walking toge her 
and disagreed with regard to the identity of the individual 
approaching them, and one said: | am hereby a nazirite if that 
person is Shimon, as you claim, and the other replied: | am 
hereby a nazirite if he is Reuven, as you claim, if he was in fact 
Reuven the second person is a nazirite. This interpretation 
(Mishne LaMelekh; see Tosefot Yom Tov) is in accordance with 
Abaye's explanation of the anonymous opinion in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:8). 


Turned back - miny? yom: Ifthe person whose identity was 
subject to the above debate turned around, so that they never 
discovered his identity, neither of them is a nazirite (Rambam 


Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:8). 


NOTES 


I am hereby a nazirite if one of you is a nazirite — 12 997 
P O32 mgY: Most commentaries understand this as a 
continuation of the aforementioned statement in the mishna, 
i.e., the third one says to the first two people: If one of you 
is a nazirite, etc. The Meiri maintains that the mishna is now 
dealing with a different case, in which someone who sees a 
group of people approaching declares: | am hereby a nazirite 
if one of you is a nazirite. The following case would likewise be 
where someone states to an approaching group of people: | 
am hereby a nazirite if none of you are nazirites. Keren Ora 
claims that Rambam understands likewise. 


If neither of you is a nazirite — 3 032 TX pW: This trans- 
lation follows the Rosh and the Meiri. Others explain that this 
means: | am hereby a nazirite if one of you is not a nazirite 
(Tosafot). According to this interpretation, this individual says 
the exact same thing as the previous person, only in negative 
form. 


NOTES 


Where he said, etc. — 131 Wax 7133: Some commentaries 
explain that he first said: | am hereby a nazirite if it is so-and- 
so. Then he added: Even if it is not him, | will be a nazirite 
(Commentary on Nazir). Later authorities are puzzled by this 
interpretation, as no novel halakha is taught by this case (see 
Mishne LaMelekh). Therefore, some suggest that he said: If it is 
the individual you think it is, | am hereby a nazirite. Then he 
continued: Even if it is someone other than the person | think 
it is, | will be a nazirite (Birkat Rosh). Others similarly state that 
it refers to one who says: | am hereby a nazirite if this is Reuven 
and not Shimon, and the person in question was someone 
else entirely (Meiri). In this case, although the first part of his 
initial statement remained unfulfilled, his last clause was cor- 
rect. Alternatively, Abaye means that he retracted his earlier 
statement, and is now saying that he is a nazirite if it is not 
that individual (Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


On the condition that this heap contains one hundred 
kor — ia Tx MNT 93 KPW Nya by: If one says: | am hereby 
a nazirite on the condition that this heap of grain contains 
one hundred kor, and when he went to measure the heap 
discovered that it was stolen or lost, he is not a nazirite. The 
halakha is lenient with regard to uncertain naziriteship, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:9). 


BACKGROUND 


Kor — 113: The kor is the largest measurement of volume 
mentioned in the Talmud. The kor contains thirty sea, which 
in modern measurements is somewhere between 240 —480 £. 
This significant variation is due to a fundamental dispute 
among the later halakhic authorities concerning halakhic 
measurements. 
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This amud has no Gemara text, as in the classic Vilna layout 
it is entirely filled with the commentary of Tosafot. 


If we say it is the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, even in a case where 

the individual in question came before us and identified himself, 
is the one who claimed to know his identity be a nazirite? Since 

at the time when he vowed he did not know whether the subject 
of their debate is so-and-so or not, does naziriteship take effect 

with regard to him? But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta 3:19) 

that Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Tarfon: In the 

case of the mishna not one of the six people is a nazirite, since 

naziriteship is imposed upon someone only if the vow is stated 

with explicitness [hafla‘a]' enunciated. The Torah says that a vow 
must be “clearly” pronounced, as the verse states: “When either 

man or woman shall clearly utter [ yafli] a vow, the vow of a nazirite” 
(Numbers 6:2). This verse indicates that his vow is valid only if 
it is explicit. 


Rather, the mishna represents the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as 
stated with regard to a heap of grain. As it is taught in a baraita 
( Tosefta 2:9): If someone said: I am hereby a nazirite on the 
condition that this heap of grain contains one hundred kor,” a 
measurement of volume, and when he went to measure it he 
discovered that the heap was stolen or lost, so that the amount 
it held cannot be determined, Rabbi Shimon deems him prohib- 
ited in all the halakhot of naziriteship, as the heap might have 
contained one hundred kor. And Rabbi Yehuda deems him per- 
mitted, as he maintains that the halakha is lenient in cases of 
uncertain naziriteship. Rabbi Yehuda’s reasoning applies equally 
to the case of the mishna. 


As for Rabbi Shimon, who disputes the ruling of the mishna, he 
holds with regard to the heap of grain: Since if the heap had not 
been stolen perhaps it might have contained one hundred kor 
and he would have been a nazirite, now too, he is a nazirite due 
to the uncertainty. And here too, in the case of the mishna, since 
if that person would have come before us and we would have 
known that he was so-and-so, the one who took the vow would 
have been a nazirite, consequently, now too, he is a nazirite as a 
result of the uncertainty cast by the unknown identity of the 
individual. 


LANGUAGE 


Explicitness [hafla‘a] - mbar: The root pele, from which 
the term hafla‘ is derived, is close both linguistically and 
conceptually to the root pala, which refers to a difference, 
distinction, or separation. The notion of distinction is appar- 
ent from the verse: “So that we are distinguished [ve/niflinu], 
| and Your people, from all the people that are on the face of 
the earth” (Exodus 33:16). The verse concerning the vows of 
a nazirite, which states: “When either man or woman shall 


clearly utter [yafli] a vow" (Numbers 6:2), can be explained in 
two ways. Some commentaries say this denotes wonder [pele]. 
In other words, someone performs a wondrous undertaking 
by abstaining from the delights of the world and becoming a 
nazirite. Alternatively, yafli means separation, i.e., he separates 
himself. It is for this reason that the Gemara says: A nazirite vow 
must be stated with explicitness, i.e., he must separate himself 
unambiguously, without any hint of doubt. 
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MI S H N Someone saw a kosher animal with char- 


acteristics of both a domesticated animal 
and a non-domesticated animal [koy],"® and said: I am hereby 
a nazirite if this is a non-domesticated animal; and another 
individual said: I am hereby a nazirite if this is not a non- 
domesticated animal; and a third person said: I am hereby a 
nazirite if this is a domesticated animal; and a fourth said: I am 
hereby a nazirite if this not a domesticated animal. 


The mishna continues: A fifth person added: I am hereby a nazirite 

if this is a non-domesticated animal and a domesticated animal, 
and a sixth person said: I am hereby a nazirite if this is neither a 

non-domesticated animal nor a domesticated animal. Someone 

who heard all the above statements said: I am hereby a nazirite if 
one of you is a nazirite, and another one stated: I am hereby a 

nazirite if not one of you is a nazirite, and a final person said: I 
am hereby a nazirite if all of you are nazirites. In this case, they 
are all nazirites." 


G E M ARA With regard to the ruling of the mishna 

that they are all nazirites, it is taught in 
one baraita that this case involves a total of nine nazirites, and it 
is taught in the other baraita that there are nine sets of nazirite- 
ship here. The Gemara clarifies: Granted, one can understand the 
baraita that says that there are nine nazirites, for example, if 
there were many people who associated their naziriteship with 
the status of this koy, each with one of the statements listed 
above. 


Koy - 13: Many problems arise in trying to identify the koy. It 
is Mentioned numerous times in the Mishna and the Gemara, 
not because it is a common animal, but rather, because it is 
useful in discussions that explore the halakhot of domesticated 
animals versus wild animals. As early as the mishnaic period, 
he Sages disagreed on the identification of the koy. Some 
maintain that it is a hybrid born to a goat and a deer or another 
osher wild animal. 

According to many researchers, the koy is identified as 
he water buffalo. There are allusions to this identification in 
some medieval rabbinic sources. Others reject this idea and 
claim that water buffalo did not live in Eretz Yisrael during 
he time of the Mishna, when the koy was first mentioned. 
Others maintain that the koy is the mouflon, a subspecies of 
wild sheep, although there are a number of opinions as to 
which specific subspecies of mouflon it may be. There is also 
uncertainty with regard to both the origin of the term koy and 
its proper vocalization. 


Top: Water buffalo 
Bottom: Mouflon 


Saw a koy — 1377 Mts M1: If several people walking along the 
way saw a koy, and one of them said: | am hereby a nazirite 
if this is a non-domesticated animal, and another declared: | 
am hereby a nazirite if it is a domesticated animal, and a third 
added: | am hereby a nazirite if it is not a non-domesticated 
animal, while the fourth said: | am hereby a nazirite if it is 
not a domesticated animal, and a fifth stated: | am hereby a 
nazirite if it is anon-domesticated animal and a domesticated 
animal, while the last one vowed: | am hereby a nazirite if it 
is neither a non-domesticated animal nor a domesticated 
animal, they are all nazirites. This is because a koy is like a non- 
domesticated animal with regard to certain halakhot and like 
a domesticated animal with regard to other halakhot, while it 
has the status of both with regard to other halakhot, and has 
the status of neither with regard to yet other halakhot. The 
same halakha applies if these people saw an androgynous 
person, and vowed in a similar manner with regard to the 
individual's identity as a male or female (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 2:10). 


— oms —_____ 


They are all nazirites — p tn ‘9m: This mishna is appar- 
ently the continuation of the previous one (Commentary on 
Nazir; Tosafot). As such, the naziriteship is effective even if the 
condition was unfulfilled, in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Shammai. However, there is an opinion that this mishna 
can even be reconciled with the ruling of Beit Hillel, which 
would mean it is accepted as halakha. The reason for this is 
that although there is a structural similarity between this 
mishna and the previous one, there is also one crucial differ- 
ence between them: The first case involves an uncertainty 
that is about to be clarified, as it will soon be discovered who 
is approaching them. Therefore, the naziriteship takes effect 
only if the condition was fulfilled. By contrast, with regard to 
the case of a koy, the uncertainty will not be resolved. Con- 
sequently, they are all considered nazirites, either definite 
nazirites according to some commentaries, or uncertain 
nazirites (see Commentary on Nazir and Tosafot). 

Tosafot also cite an opinion that the first six individuals are 
uncertain nazirites while the last three are definite ones. Oth- 
ers state that although the mishna is essentially in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai, even Beit Hillel agree that 
one of the last three, i.e., the one whose condition is fulfilled, 
is a nazirite (Meiri). The Rambam has an entirely different 
opinion, both in his Commentary on the Mishna and in the 
Mishne Torah. He maintains that the statements of all those 
who vow with regard to a koy are partly accurate, as a koy 
is anon-domesticated animal with regard to some areas of 
halakha and a domesticated animal with regard to others. 
Therefore, they are all definite nazirites, even according to 
the opinion of Beit Hillel. 
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However, how can you find these circumstances of nine sets of 
naziriteship in one person? Granted, you find six, as we learned 
in the mishna that there are six ways in which the nature of a koy 
can be expressed: It is a non-domesticated animal; it is not a non- 
domesticated animal; it is a domesticated animal; it is not a domes- 
ticated animal; is a non-domesticated animal and a domesticated 
animal; it is neither anon-domesticated animal nor a domesticated 
animal. One person could associate his acceptance of naziriteship 
with all of the above possibilities. 


However, how can you find these circumstances of the other 
three sets of naziriteship? The statements: If one of you is a nazirite, 
and: If one of you is not a nazirite, are necessarily expressed by 
individuals who did not make the initial six statements, as these last 
three statements address the group of people who made the first 
six statements. Rav Sheshet said: It is possible in a case where 
nine people issued the statements mentioned in the mishna, and 
someone said: I am hereby a nazirite and the naziriteship of all 
of them are incumbent upon me. Since each of the nine people is 
obligated to observe a term of naziriteship, this last one is obligated 
to observe nine terms. 
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In this chapter, the Gemara explained that with regard to vows of consecration, one’s 
intention is critical in determining whether his vow takes effect. This requirement 
applies to other vows as well, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Conse- 
quently, an act of consecration or a vow of naziriteship is worthless if issued in error. 
This is the case whether the mistake occurred as a result of the language one used to 
express his purpose, or if the vow was based on a mistaken assumption. A vow might 
also not take effect ifthe verbalized statement did not match the speaker’s intention. 


For example, if someone consecrated an item based on a condition which was 
subsequently unfulfilled, his vow does not take effect. Likewise, if one designated 
an offering for a naziriteship, and the vow of naziriteship was then dissolved, his act 
of consecration is rendered void. Finally, a vow of naziriteship is ineffective if it was 
undertaken with the belief that the individual possessed animals he could sacrifice, 
but later discovered that he had no such animals. 


A vow can be dissolved by a halakhic authority only when it is determined that it was 
erroneous from the outset. It cannot be dissolved due to a new situation that arises 
after the vow was taken. 


This chapter also analyzed the obligation of one who takes a vow of naziriteship in 
unclear or ambiguous circumstances. The Gemara concluded that when someone 
undertakes to become a nazirite pending a certain condition, the vow takes effect 
both if the condition is realized and even if there merely exists a possibility that it 
has come true. The uncertainty of the situation might stem from the individual’s 
being unable to ascertain the truth of the matter, or in a case where the truth cannot 
be objectively determined. 


The Gemara also mentioned a halakha unique to the tithing of animals. In the event 
that an owner counting off his cattle mistakenly labels the ninth or the eleventh 
animal as the tenth one, those animals become consecrated as well. This ruling is a 
Torah edict, and therefore it is limited to the domain of animal tithes alone. 
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And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to the children of Israel, and say to 
them: When either man or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of a nazirite, 
to consecrate himself to the Lord, he shall abstain from wine and strong drink: He 
shall drink no vinegar of wine, or vinegar of strong drink, neither shall he drink 
any liquor of grapes, nor eat fresh grapes or dried. All the days of his naziriteship 
he shall eat nothing that is made of the vine, from pits to grape skin. All the days 
of his vow of naziriteship no razor shall come upon his head; until the days are 
fulfilled, in which he consecrated himself to the Lord, he shall be sacred, he shall 
let the locks of the hair of his head grow long. All the days that he consecrated 
himself to the Lord he shall not come near to a dead body. For his father or his 
mother, for his brother or for his sister, he shall not become impure for them when 
they die; because his naziriteship to God is upon his head. All the days of his 
naziriteship he is sacred to the Lord. And if any man dies very suddenly beside 
him, and he renders impure his consecrated head, then he shall shave his head on 
the day of his purification, on the seventh day he shall shave it. And on the eighth 
day he shall bring two turtledoves, or two young pigeons, to the priest, to the door 
of the Tent of Meeting. And the priest shall prepare one for a sin-offering, and 
the other for a burnt-offering, and make atonement for him, for that he sinned 
by reason of the dead; and he shall hallow his head that same day. And he shall 
consecrate to the Lord the days of his naziriteship, and shall bring a male sheep 
of the first year for a guilt-offering ; but the former days shall be void, because his 
consecration was rendered impure. 


And this is the law of the nazirite, when the days of his consecration are fulfilled: 
He shall bring it to the door of the Tent of Meeting; and he shall present his 
offering to the Lord, one male sheep of the first year without blemish for a burnt- 
offering, and one female sheep of the first year without blemish for a sin-offering, 
and one ram without blemish for a peace-offering, and a basket of unleavened 
bread, cakes of fine flour mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with 
oil, and their meal-offering, and their libations. And the priest shall bring them 
before the Lord, and shall sacrifice his sin-offering and his burnt-offering. And 
he shall sacrifice the ram for a sacrifice of a peace-offering to the Lord, with the 
basket of unleavened bread; the priest shall also sacrifice its meal-offering, and 
its libation. And the nazirite shall shave his consecrated head at the entrance 
to the Tent of Meeting, and he shall take the hair of his consecrated head and 
put it on the fire which is under the sacrifice of the peace-offering. And the priest 
shall take the cooked foreleg, and one unleavened loaf out of the basket, and one 
unleavened wafer, and shall put them upon the palms of the nazirite after he has 
shaven his naziriteship. And the priest shall wave them for a wave-offering before 
the Lord; this is sacred for the priest, together with the breast of waving and the 
thigh of heaving; and after that the nazirite may drink wine. This is the law of 
the nazirite who takes a vow, and of his offering to the Lord for his naziriteship, 
beside that for which his means suffice; according to his vow which he takes, so 
he must do after the law of his naziriteship. 


(Numbers 6:1-21) 


When his naziriteship term is complete, a nazirite must come to the entrance to the 
Israelite Courtyard with the following offerings: An unblemished male sheep less 
than one year old for a burnt-offering; an unblemished female sheep less than one 
year old for a sin-offering; an unblemished ram, i.e., a male sheep aged more than one 
year, for a peace-offering; and a basket containing unleavened wheat loaves kneaded 
with oil, and flat matzot saturated with oil, along with the appropriate meal-offerings 
and libations. A priest prepares his sin-offering and burnt-offering inside the Temple 
courtyard, followed by the ram as a peace-offering, along with the basket of unleav- 
ened bread. The priest also sacrifices the meal-offering and libation. Meanwhile, the 
nazirite shaves off the hair of his head at the entrance to the Israelite Courtyard. He 
then takes this hair and places it on the fire that is under the pot that contains the 


Introduction to 
Perek VI 


159 


160 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


peace-offering. After the nazirite has shaved, the priest takes the cooked foreleg of 
the ram along with one unleavened loaf and one unleavened wafer, and places them 
on the nazirite’s open palms, and waves them. These portions belong to the priest, 
along with the animal’s breast and thigh. Afterward, the nazirite may drink wine. 


This chapter discusses the main halakhot of naziriteship, what prohibitions apply 
to a nazirite due to his vow, what the halakha is for an individual who willingly or 
inadvertently violates these prohibitions, and what specific offerings are required of 
a nazirite. 


Three categories of activity are prohibited to a nazirite: First, he may not eat or drink 
any product of a grapevine. This chapter describes which items are included in this 
prohibition and the quantity a nazirite must consume to be liable to receive lashes. 
Second, a nazirite may not shave his hair. The Gemara analyzes the definition of 
shaving and whether the prohibition is violated only by the use of certain imple- 
ments. The Gemara also considers the amount of hair that must be cut before one 
is liable to receive lashes, as well as the amount of hair that must be removed for the 
obligatory shaving at the end of the term of naziriteship. Finally, a nazirite may not 
become impure by contact with a corpse. This topic is addressed in general terms 
here, as its particulars are examined in Chapter Seven. 


In this chapter, the three prohibitions of a nazirite are discussed from two perspec- 
tives: The Gemara clarifies under what circumstances the fulfillment of a different 
mitzva overrides each of the restrictions. The Gemara further addresses the issue of 
whether a nazirite must begin counting some or all of his days again if his term is 
interrupted. 


Certain offerings are brought and certain rituals are performed when the naziriteship 
term has been fulfilled properly. These offerings and the attendant rituals are called 
the shaving of purity. Different offerings are sacrificed and rituals are performed 
if the period is interrupted by ritual impurity. These are known as the shaving of 
impurity. The Torah lists the offerings a pure and an impure nazirite must bring, 
and this chapter discusses various details relevant to these rites. The Gemara asks 
about the primary offering that formally ends the naziriteship term, the exact stage 
in the ritual when the hair is shaved, and what must be done if one of the sacrificial 
animals is invalidated. 


These are the main issues of this chapter, and they are complemented by other, 
tangential, topics associated with these halakhot. 
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MISHNA Three types of actions are prohibited for a 


nazirite:" The contraction of ritual impurity 
from a corpse, and the shaving of one’s hair, and eating or drinking 
any substances that emerge from the vine. The mishna adds: And 
all products that emerge from the vine combine" with one another 
to the amount that renders a nazirite liable to receive lashes. And he 


is liable only if he eats an olive-bulk of the grapes." 


Only if he eats...of the grapes — n’33y77 ja bor “9: In this 
context, the term grapes clearly includes grape seeds and grape 
skins as well. Some cite the Gemara’s explanation that the reason 
the mishna specifies grapes is to counter Rabbi Elazar's opinion 
that the leaves and tendrils of a vine are also forbidden (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). Others maintain that this is the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva alone, as in the continuation of the mishna, whereas 
the ruling of the initial version of the mishna is that one is liable 
even from the amount of a quarter-/og (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
There are also commentaries that maintain the opposite, and 


NOTES 


maintain that this is in accordance with the initial version of 
the mishna, as the phrase: Of the grapes, indicates that the 
amount of an olive-bulk applies only to foods and not to drinks. 
This is in contrast to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion that all substances 
are combined to the amount of an olive-bulk (Meiri). Yet oth- 
ers contend that in the case of grapes and other edible grape 
byproducts everyone agrees that a nazirite is liable from the 
amount of an olive-bulk. They disagree only concerning the 
amount he must drink to be liable to receive lashes (Josafot on 
38b, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 


Perek VI 
Daf 34 Amud b 


Tw ay NYAN MWK MWN 
soy ats KIPI I.P YS] 
ASY 3 ma wn a ime ow 
nea pon by sem an — mp 
oy yoxy 322 WIWI ty) snxy 
nos DAT by: oxy aoa Dayana 
parte roy pa pbs ay 

ANDST aw baxow ay an 


amar a abe mayga yt vx 
- DRT DYTT bx - oyna 
LANT 2137,00 by 
by aD AYDEN soy: ix DY 


An initial version of the mishna® says that a nazirite is liable to 
receive lashes only if he drinks a quarter-log of wine. Rabbi Akiva 
says: Even if he soaked his bread™ in wine and the two together 
contain enough to combine to the amount of an olive-bulk, he is 
liable. And furthermore, a nazirite is liable to receive lashes for 
consuming wine by itself," and for grapes by themselves, and for 
hartzannim by themselves, and for zaggim by themselves, as each 
of these is forbidden separately by the Torah. Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya says: He is liable only if he eats an olive-bulk that includes 
at least two hartzannim and one zag, in accordance with the verse 

“From hartzannim to zag” (Numbers 6:4), where the first term is in 
the plural and the second in the singular. 


The mishna discusses the meaning of these terms: Which parts are 
hartzannim and which are zaggim? The hartzannim are the outside 
parts, the skin of the grape, while the zaggim are the inner parts, the 
seeds. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: The 
opposite is the case and this is the mnemonic so that you should 
not err: It is like a bell [zog]' worn by an animal, in which the outer 
part, which corresponds to the skin of a grape, is called zog," and the 
inner portion of the bell, the clapper, which corresponds to the seeds 
in a grape, is called inbal.' 


HALAKHA 


Even if he soaked his bread - ims nw ow: Permitted food 
does not combine with forbidden food to form an amount that 
would render one liable to receive lashes. Consequently, in the 
case of one who soaks his bread in wine, he is liable to receive 
lashes if there was a quarter-log of wine, roughly three egg-bulks, 
in a half-loaf of bread, and the nazirite ate that half-loaf. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis rather 
than that of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
5:5; see 37a). 


And he is liable for wine by itself — tay 193 py by Im: 
If a nazirite ate an olive-bulk of grapes, and the same amount 


of seeds, skins, or raisins, and he drank a quarter-log of wine, he 
is liable to receive five sets of lashes, as each of these involves a 
separate violation of a prohibition. In addition, he is flogged a 
sixth time for violating the prohibition (Numbers 30:3): “He shall 
not profane his word” (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
5:8; see 38b). 


The outer part is called zog — ait yix»mm: If a nazirite ate the 
outer skin of a grape or its seeds he is liable to receive lashes, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 


HALAKHA 


Three types are prohibited for a nazirite — pa awh 
pia PYK: A naziriteship vow includes three prohibitions: 
Shaving one's hair, contracting ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse, and eating and drinking products of the vine 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 1:1, 5:1). 


All products that emerge from the vine combine - bs 
PD Wx! 94 pa KYW: All products of the vine combine to 
form the requisite amount to violate the nazirite prohibi- 
tions. Consequently, if a nazirite combines grapes, raisins, 
and unripe grapes, along with a grape skin and seed, and 
together they constitute the volume of an olive-bulk, he 
is liable to receive lashes if he eats it. He is also liable if he 
consumes an olive-bulk by eating them one after the other 
until they amount to an olive-bulk or if he drinks a quarter- 
log of a mixture of wine and vinegar (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:3). 


Only if he eats an olive-bulk of the grapes — ja box ow 
meta DYN: A nazirite is liable to receive lashes if he eats 
an olive-bulk of an edible product of the vine or drinks a 
quarter-log of the juice of a grape (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 


BACKGROUND 


An initial version of the mishna — miw mw: This refers 
o an ancient Mishna that was in existence long before 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Some statements of tanna’im were 
ormulated even in early generations; some mishnayot date 
back to the early days of the Second Temple. Statements 
of the initial Mishna are sometimes cited in Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s Mishna, followed by the version formulated by 
ater Sages. The mention of an initial version of the mishna 
might be followed by a statement of Rabbi Akiva, as his 
version of the Mishna and that of his students, e.g., Rabbi 
eir, formed the basis of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s Mishna. It 
is often clear in a particular discussion that a mishna is refer- 
ring to an earlier version of its ruling, as later Sages dispute 
the explanation and precise formulation of statements 
they heard from their teachers. Likewise, Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel dispute the meaning of certain initial versions 
of mishnayot. 


NOTES ———_—_—_———_- 
Even if he soaked his bread - ims mw px: All the com- 
mentaries agree that Rabbi Akiva disputes the initial version 
of the mishna concerning the amount of wine for which 
a nazirite is liable. According to the initial version of the 
mishna it is a quarter-log, whereas Rabbi Akiva maintains 
that it is an olive-bulk. However, some maintain that Rabbi 
Akiva is stating another novel ruling, that a nazirite is liable 
not only for drinking pure wine but also for a mixture that 
contains wine, even if there is not enough wine to render 
him liable on its own (see 37b). 


LANGUAGE 


Bell [zog] - 3t: Apparently related to the Persian zang, 
meaning bell. 


Inbal bay: Apparently from the Greek éuBodog, embolos, 
meaning nails or spikes that are inserted into other objects, 
or a tongue put in a vessel and so forth. There are different 
versions of this term in the Jerusalem Talmud, e.g., anbol, 
imbol, and imbolot. 
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NOTES 
Tendrils — pads: Most commentaries maintain that 
this refers to the tops of vine branches when they 
are still blossoming and soft (see Rabbi Avraham 
min HaHar). However, some explain that this refers to 
the soft tendrils that sprout on a vine (Commentary 
on Nazir). 


Amplifications and restrictions — 9y) 137: 
The difference between these two exegetical 
approaches is the topic of a lengthy discussion that 
continues through 35b. 


BACKGROUND 


Tendrils — pad: This term usually refers to the soft 
parts of various plants. The tender ends of plants 
such as the caper bush and grapevine were eaten 
as a delicacy. Even the tops of palm trees were eaten 
in this way. 


Blossoming caper flowers 


HALAKHA =—W¥W¥————_- 
The vine itself, no - xb inyy 19x7: The leaves of a 
vine, its sap, and its nascent fruit are all permitted to 
anazirite, as they are neither fruit nor fruit waste, but 
are considered part of the tree (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 


Fruit waste - 75 mbips: A nazirite who ate an olive- 
bulk of grape skins or seeds, or who drank a quarter- 
log of vinegar, the waste products of the fruit of the 
vine, is liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 
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@ EM ARA = mishna taught that three types of 


actions are prohibited for a nazirite: 
Contracting ritual impurity, shaving, and consuming products of 
the vine. The Gemara infers: That which emerges from the vine, 
yes, it is included in the prohibition; however, any part of the vine 
itself, other than its fruit, no, this is not forbidden. The Gemara 
comments: The mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar. This is as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar 
says: Even the leaves and tendrils" of the vine are included in the 
prohibitions of naziriteship. 


Some say this statement with regard to the latter clause of the 
mishna: He is liable to receive lashes only if he eats an olive-bulk 
of the grapes. The Gemara infers: If he eats from the grapes, yes, 
he is liable, but if he eats from the vine itself, no," he is not liable. 
If so, the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar. This is as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar says: 
Even the leaves and tendrils are included in the prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do Rabbi Elazar and the 
Rabbis disagree; what is the basis of their dispute? The Gemara 
explains: Rabbi Elazar interprets the verses employing the herme- 
neutical principle of amplifications and restrictions,’ while the 
Rabbis interpret them employing the hermeneutical principle of 
generalizations and details. The Gemara clarifies: Rabbi Elazar 
interprets the verses employing the principle of amplifications 
and restrictions, as the phrase: “He shall abstain from wine and 
strong drink” (Numbers 6:3), restricts the prohibition to wine and 
strong drink, and the subsequent phrase: “Anything that is made 
of the grapevine” (Numbers 6:4), amplifies the prohibition. 


The Gemara elaborates: In this manner, the Torah restricts and 
amplifies, which, according to the principles of exegesis, amplifies 
and includes virtually all substances. What does it amplify and 
include? It amplifies and includes all matters and substances that 
come from the vine. What does it restrict? After all, the phrase “He 
shall abstain from wine and strong drink” must be excluding some- 
thing. According to this interpretation, the verse restricts only one 
part of a vine, the branches. A nazirite who eats the branches of 
the vine has not committed a transgression. 


And conversely, the Rabbis interpret the verses employing the 

principle of generalizations and details, as the phrase “He shall 

abstain from wine and strong drink” (Numbers 6:3) is an example 

of a detail, the phrase “anything that is made of the grapevine” 
(Numbers 6:4) is a generalization, and when the verse continues: 

“From pits to grape skin,” it has given an example of a detail again. 
This is a detail, and a generalization, and a detail. According to 

this exegetical method, you may deduce that the verse is referring 

only to items similar to the detail: Just as the items mentioned in 

the detail are clearly defined as a fruit or fruit waste, i.e., grape 

seeds or skins, so too, everything forbidden by the generalization 

is a fruit or fruit waste," but not leaves or tendrils, as maintained 

by Rabbi Elazar. 


The Gemara asks: If so, one can suggest an alternative derivation: 
Just as the items mentioned in the detail are clearly defined as a 
complete, i.e., ripe, fruit, so too, everything forbidden must be 
a complete fruit, excluding unripe fruit. Why, according to the 
Rabbis, are unripe grapes included in the prohibition? You will 
say the following counterargument: If so, what has the verse left 
you to derive from its meaning that it has not stated? If you say 
grapes and raisins, these are explicitly written; if you say wine and 
vinegar, these are also written. What, then, does the generalization 
come to add? Evidently, you cannot learn in accordance with the 
last version, which excludes unripe fruit; rather, you must learn in 
accordance with the first version, which includes this fruit and 
excludes only leaves and tendrils. 
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The Gemara asks: And as we eventually include everything that 
is similar to the detail of fruit and the waste of fruit, what is the 
meaning when the verse states: “From pits to grape skin”? This 
serves to tell you a general principle of exegesis that applies through- 
out the Torah: Wherever you find only a detail and a generaliza- 
tion, you cannot broaden it and learn that the generalization is 
limited to be like the detail, by saying that the generalization merely 
clarifies the previous detail. 


Rather, the generalization becomes added to the detail so that it 
includes all matters, even those dissimilar to the detail, until the 
verse specifies" and adds another detail after the generalization, in 
the manner that it specified with regard to a nazirite, by inserting 
the phrase “from pits to grape skin” after “anything that is made of 
the grapevine” The exegetical method of: A detail, a generalization, 
and a detail, means that the generalization includes only something 
that is similar to the detail. In this particular example, leaves and 
tendrils are excluded. 


The Gemara analyzes the details of this baraita. The Master said 
above: Just as the items mentioned in the detail are clearly defined 
as a fruit or fruit waste, so too everything forbidden to the nazirite 
by the Torah is a fruit or fruit waste. The Gemara clarifies: The fruit 
mentioned by the Torah is grapes. What is fruit waste? Vinegar, as 
in the verse: “He shall drink no vinegar of wine or vinegar of strong 
drink” (Numbers 6:3). 


What is the statement: So too everything forbidden by the gener- 
alization is a fruit, serving to include? It serves to include unripe™ 
grapes. And what is the statement: So too everything, forbidden 
by the generalization is a fruit or fruit waste, stated with regard to 
fruit waste, serving to include? Which fruit waste unspecified by 
the verse is added by means of this derivation? Rav Kahana said: 
This serves to include grapes that have become wormy." With 
regard to the phrase “from pits to grape skin,” Ravina said: This 
serves to include the part of the fruit that is in between" the seeds 
and the skin. 


The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita, which it cites at length. 
The Master said above: If so, just as the items mentioned in the 
detail are clearly defined as a complete fruit, so too everything is 
a complete fruit. You say: If so, what has the verse left you to 
derive from its meaning that it has not stated? Grapes and raisins, 
these are written; wine and vinegar, these are written. You cannot 
learn in accordance with the last version; rather, you must learn 
in accordance with the first version. And as we eventually include 
everything, what is the meaning when the verse states: “From 
pit to grape skin”? This serves to tell you that wherever you find 
a detail and a generalization, you cannot broaden it and learn 
that the generalization is limited to be like the detail; rather, 
the generalization becomes added to the detail, until the verse 
specifies for you 


NOTES 


Until the verse specifies - 2737 P viy w: This is a paradig- 
matic example of the difference between a detail and a generaliza- 
tion, as opposed to a detail, a generalization, and a detail. If there 
is only a detail and a generalization, then the generalization is 
the decisive factor, and one includes everything implied by that 
generalization. 


Unripe - 9737718: Most commentaries maintain that this means 
unripe grapes (see Josafot and Rosh). Others claim that it refers to 
the small grapes found between the larger ones, but which are 
too small to reach a fully ripened state (Commentary on Nazir; 
see Arukh). 


Grapes that have become wormy — p127 23X: There are many 
textual variants of this term. Some commentaries maintain that it 
refers to grapes that have become wormy (Commentary on Nazir; 
Tosafot), whereas others claim that it means grapes that have gone 
sour (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar; Meiri). 


In between — O23 p3: Some commentaries explain that this 
refers to the fruit itself, specifically the part which is neither the 
skin nor the seeds. Others maintain that it means the small grapes 
lying between larger ones, as these grapes are unripe (Rabbeinu 
Tam). Yet others contend that it refers to the portion of the fruit 
that remains after the grapes have been pressed, which is inedible 
(Rabbi Avraham min HaHar; Commentary on Nazir). 


HALAKHA 
Unripe — 9778: A nazirite who ate unripe grapes is 
liable to receive lashes, as they are also considered 
the fruit of the vine (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 5:2). 
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NOTES 


From where does he derive the detail - mb KIN KVI: 

The Rabbis do not learn a specific halakha from the verse 
“from pits to grape skin” (Numbers 6:4). Rather, they derive 
from here the general methodology of a detail, a gener- 
alization, and a detail. 


And if you wish, say in accordance with the Rabbis — 1%) 
}2395 Wa" mya: In other words, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
interprets the verses in the same manner as the Rabbis. 
However, he maintains that one derives two matters from 
the phrase “from pits to grape skin.’ First, he learns the 
methodology of a detail, a generalization, and a detail, 
which he derives from the fact that this phrase is written 
after the generalization rather than alongside the other 
details. Second, he learns the additional halakha that 
a nazirite is liable for consuming two seeds and a skin 
eaten together. 


Let it write either two grape seeds, etc. — 13 ix sinh 
"931 Dax IM: In other words, if the verse was merely teach- 
ing that seeds and skins are forbidden parts of the grape, 
it should have stated both of them either in the plural or 
the singular. The fact that it states: “From pits to grape skin,’ 
indicates that it is referring to a single fruit. Apparently, 
the Rabbis reject this proof by claiming that the verse is 
simply speaking of the usual case, as a grape has one skin 
and several seeds. 


Or any animal...to guard, etc. - 151 rin. mama bax: 
Some commentaries explain that the generalization of 
“or any animal” refers to all creatures that can be called 
animals, including undomesticated animals such as bears 
and lions. The addition of “to guard” teaches that the 
verse is dealing only with animals that can be guarded, 
which excludes undomesticated animals (Commentary 
on Nazir; see Tosafot). Others maintain, in keeping with 
alternative versions of the text, that this verse teaches 
that the oath of the bailee applies only to movable items, 
not to land. 


And if... from the flock, etc. — 3) {37.2 DX): Some 
commentaries explain this exposition in the following 
manner: “And if his offering is from,’ excludes an anima 
that has been used for a transgression; the generalization 
“the flock” indicates that the entire flock is included, even 
an animal that has been used in that manner; and the las 
detail “whether of the sheep or of the goats” means tha 
the generalization includes only animals similar to the 
detail, i.e., those which have not been used for a trans- 
gression. In other words, the generalization teaches tha 
if the transgression in question does not involve the body 
of the animal itself, e.g., an animal used for bestiality, bu 
it was merely utilized in the performance of a sin, such as 
Shabbat desecration, or if it was harnessed for plowing 
with another animal, it may be sacrificed (Commentary 
on Nazir). 

Other commentaries are puzzled by this explanation, 
as there is no reason to think that the phrase “whether 
of the sheep or of the goats’ refers to animals used for a 
transgression at all (Josafot; Rosh). They therefore explain 
that this teaches that a ram, i.e., a male sheep in its second 
year, can be sacrificed as a burnt-offering as well as a 
lamb, which generally refers to an animal in its first year. 
Meanwhile, the detail teaches that one may not sacrifice 
a blemished animal or a tereifa, an animal with a wound 
that will cause it to die within twelve months (Rabbeinu 
Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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in the manner that it specified with regard to a nazirite: “From 
pits to grape skin” (Numbers 6:4). The Gemara asks: And accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, who establishes 
this verse: “From pits to grape skin” (Numbers 6:4), as serving 
to say that a nazirite is liable only if he eats two grape seeds and 
a grape skin, if so from where does he derive the detail?" It is 
unclear how he applies this method ofa detail, a generalization, and 
a detail, as according to his interpretation, the phrase “from pits to 
grape skin” does not serve to limit the previous generalization but 
to state a different halakha. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who 
interprets this by saying that a verse restricts and amplifies. 


And if you wish, say instead that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya holds in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis" that this is a case of a 
detail, a generalization, and a detail. As, if it should enter your 
mind that the verse is merely teaching that which was stated by 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, let the Merciful One write this phrase: 

“From pits to grape skin,” alongside the other details of wine and 
vinegar. For what halakha did the Torah write: “From pits to grape 
skin,” after the generalization? Conclude from it that you should 
derive this halakha by means ofthe method of a generalization and 
a detail. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, you can say that the entire phrase comes 
only for this purpose, for a generalization and a detail, and Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya should not derive his halakha, that a nazirite is 
liable only ifhe eats two grape seeds and a grape skin, from this verse 
at all. The Gemara answers that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya would say: 
If so, let the Torah write either two grape seeds" and two grape 
skins, with both terms in the plural, or a grape seed and a grape 
skin, with both terms in the singular. For what halakha did the 
Merciful One write: “From pits to grape skin”? Learn from it that 
one should interpret it in the manner of a generalization and a 
detail, and one can also interpret from it that a nazirite is liable 
only if he eats two grape seeds and a grape skin. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Elazar, who interprets by the method 
of restriction and amplification that even tendrils and the leaves 
ofa grapevine are included in the prohibition, from where does he 
derive the method ofa detail, a generalization, and a detail? 


Rabbi Abbahu says: He derives it from this verse, which deals 
with a bailee: “And if a man deliver to his neighbor a donkey, or 
an ox, or a sheep, or any animal to guard, and it dies... the oath of 
the Lord shall be between them both” (Exodus 22:9). The phrase “a 
donkey, or an ox, or a sheep” is a detail; “or any animal” is a gen- 
eralization that includes all animals; and in the phrase “to guard”" 
the Torah detailed again. This is a detail, and a generalization, and 
a detail. In this case, you may deduce that the verse is referring only 
to items similar to the detail; i.e., items that can be guarded. 


Rava said: Rabbi Elazar derives the method of a detail, a generaliza- 
tion, and a detail from this verse: “And if his offering is from the 
flock, whether of the sheep or of the goats, for a burnt-offering, he 
shall offer it a male without blemish” (Leviticus 1:10). The phrase 
“and if his offering is from” is a detail, as it indicates part but not 
all of something, “the flock” is a generalization that includes 


animals that have been used sinfully, and when it stated: “Sheep, 
and: “Goats,” the Torah has detailed again. 


This is a detail, and a generalization, and a detail, and therefore 
you may deduce that the verse is referring only to items similar to 
the detail. The details teach that only animals that copulated with 
a person may not be brought as offerings. 
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Rav Yehuda of Diskarta said to Rava: And let Rabbi Elazar derive 
the method ofa detail, a generalization, and a detail from this earlier 
verse, which appears in the same chapter: “From animals, from 
the herd or from the flock, you shall bring your offering” (Leviticus 
1:2), in the following manner: “From” is a detail that excludes 
an undomesticated animal; “animals” is a generalization which 
includes undomesticated animals (see Deuteronomy, chapter 14); 
and when it states: “Herd,” and: “Flock,” the Torah has detailed 
again. This is a detail, and a generalization, and a detail, and 
therefore you may deduce that the verse is referring only to items 
similar to the detail, i.e., domesticated animals. 


Rava said to Rav Yehuda of Diskarta: One cannot derive the 
method of a detail, a generalization, and a detail from this verse, as 
if the source were from there, I would say the phrase “animals” 


is referring even to undomesticated animals, as an undomesticated 
animal is included in the general category of animal." 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta said to Rava: How can you suggest that in 
this verse an undomesticated animal is included in the general 
category of animal? It is written: “Herd” and: “Flock,™ and this 
entire phrase is a detail, and a generalization, and a detail, from 
which you may deduce that the verse is referring only to items 
similar to the detail, which are herd and flock, not undomesticated 
animals. 


§ The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that it is so," 
that in the methodology of generalizations and details, the general- 
izations are similar to the details? It is as itis taught in a baraita: The 
verse states with regard to the mitzva to bring money for the second 
tithe® to Jerusalem: “And you shall bestow the money on all that 
your heart desires, on cattle, on sheep, on wine, and on strong drink, 
and on whatever your soul requests” (Deuteronomy 14:26). 


NOTES 


It is written, herd and flock — jx¥1 72 Nd x7: In other words, 
although undomesticated animals are generally included in the 
term animal, this detail excludes undomesticated animals. Further- 
more, if undomesticated animals are excluded by the second detail, 
they are excluded by the first detail (Tosafot). 


And from where do we derive that it is so — KT 377 Tam: Some 
commentaries explain: How do we know that in the case of a detail, 
a generalization, and a detail, the verse is referring only to items 
similar to the detail (Commentary on Nazir)? According to this 
interpretation, the question is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who derive the verse written concerning the nazirite 
by the method of generalizations and details (Tosafot). However, 
this explanation entails several difficulties. Why does the Gemara 
answer by citing a new example, when it has just mentioned several 
instances of a detail, a generalization, and a detail? Some com- 
mentaries answer that the Gemara wanted to cite a case involving 
a dispute between the Rabbis, who employ a generalization and 
a detail, and Rabbi Elazar, who interprets the same verse as involv- 


ing amplifications and restrictions (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita 
Mekubbetzet; see Eiruvin 27b). 

Another fundamental difficulty is that the Gemara initially 
inquires about the method of a detail, a generalization, and a detail, 
and yet the proof it cites refers to a generalization, a detail, and a 
generalization. Some say that because these two methods are 
similar, as they differ only in minor aspects, one can derive one 
rom the other (Rosh; see Meiri and Rid). Rabbeinu Peretz maintains 
hat this entire line of questioning is problematic, as the method 
of a generalization, a detail, and a generalization is one of Rabbi 
Yishmael’s thirteen principles of exegesis listed in the introduction 
o Torat Kohanim, the Midrash to Leviticus, and it clearly states there 
hat the case of a detail, a generalization, and a detail refers only to 
hat which was specified in the detail. Why, then, is the Gemara 
puzzled by this exegetical principle? He answers that the Gemara is 
not addressing the basic assertion that a case of detail, a generaliza- 
ion, and a detail is treated like the detail. Rather, it is referring to 
a specific feature of this principle: From where we derive that this 
exposition includes even items that are similar to the detail in only 
one or two aspects, as stated by the Gemara later. 


e publisher 


NOTES 

From is a detail, animals, etc. — 13173747 O15 p2: 
Some commentaries explain that the term “from” 
excludes undomesticated animals, while the inclu- 
sion of “animals” teaches that burnt-offerings can 
be from animals that are older or younger than 
those specified by the Torah for other offerings 
(Commentary on Nazir). Others maintain that the 
verse includes a wild ox, which is not kept alongside 
other domestic animals, and therefore might not 
be considered part of the herd. Nevertheless, as 
it is classified as a domesticated animal, it may be 
sacrificed as an offering. 


HALAKHA 


An undomesticated animal is included in the 
category of animal - maa dopa mn: An undo- 
mesticated animal is considered like a domesti- 
cated animal with regard to the prohibition against 
eating blood. However, the blood of repugnant 
creatures, creeping animals, fish, and grasshoppers, 
all of which are not categorized as animals, is not 
included in this prohibition (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Second tithe — 3” Wy: The second tithe was a 
enth of the produce that remained after teruma 
had been given to the priests and the first tithe had 
been given to the Levites. It was separated during 
he first, second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sab- 
batical cycle. After the second tithe was set aside, it 
was brought to Jerusalem to be consumed there 
by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was long, 
making it difficult to carry all the second tithe there, 
or if the produce became ritually impure, it could 
be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If 
he owner redeemed his own produce he had to 
add one-fifth of its value. This redemption money 
was brought to Jerusalem, where it could be spent 
only on food. 
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HALAKHA 

Produce of produce, etc. = 13197512 19: One may use 
second-tithe money to buy only items that are fit to be 
eaten by people and that are grown from the ground or that 
grow from something that grows from the ground. In other 
words, they must be similar to the examples stated in the 
Torah (Deuteronomy 14:26): Flock, herd, wine, and strong 
wine (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:3). 


NOTES 


What difference is there between restriction and ampli- 
fication, etc. — ^3) APN by pa KDN INA: The Rashba 
claims in his responsa that the text of this entire passage 
was corrupted, as there are numerous alternative versions 
of the text, and he goes so far as to say that no two editions 
of this Gemara include the exact same text here. There 
are an especially large number of versions of this section 
because the standard text presents many difficulties. First, 
it is generally assumed that the method of amplifications 
and restrictions leads to halakhot of a broader scope than 
do the methods of details and generalizations, whereas 
the Gemara here indicates the opposite (see Tosafot). The 
Rashba states that this is not difficult, as it results from an 
essential difference between the two methods. When a 
verse is interpreted by means of details and generalizations, 
either the details limit or nullify the generalization, or the 
generalization includes the details. Either way there is an 
inherent connection between the clauses. By contrast, if the 
verse is interpreted by amplifications and restrictions, each 
clause is distinct. Consequently, it is possible for the method 
of a generalization and a detail to include more cases. 

Another difficulty is that this passage is apparently 
self-contradictory, as the Gemara here indicates that if the 
method of amplifications and restrictions is applied, then 
only tendrils are included, which is the reverse of the ear- 
lier statement of the Gemara (34b) that Rabbi Elazar, who 
derives the verse written concerning a nazirite employing 
the method of amplifications and restrictions, includes 
leaves as well. Various answers have been suggested for this 
difficulty. Some say that the method of amplifications and 
restrictions does not in fact lead to the inclusion of leaves 
and that nevertheless, Rabbi Elazar derived this halakha 
rom the phrase: “Anything that is made” (Numbers 6:4), as 
he term “anything” is an inclusion (Commentary on Nazir). 
Others maintain that the Gemara's statement: Tendrils, yes, 
hey are included in the prohibition, whereas leaves, no, 
hey are not included, should not be taken literally, as it 
simply means that something is excluded, either leaves 
or branches (Commentary on Nazir; Rabbi Avraham min 
HaHar). Yet others explain similarly that these leaves are 
not the same as the ones mentioned earlier, but are hard, 
inedible leaves, like branches (Tosafot). 

An entirely different version of the text reads: Whereas 
the one who interprets by amplifications and restrictions 
includes even leaves, the one who interprets by details 
and generalizations says tendrils, yes, leaves, no (Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Rama). If this version is accepted, the 
difficulties enumerated are resolved. Yet another alterna- 
tive reading is: Whereas the one who interprets by details 
and generalizations includes even branches, the one who 
interprets by amplifications and restrictions says: Tendrils, 
yes; branches, no (Rid). 
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The baraita elaborates: The phrase “And you shall bestow the 
money on all that your heart desires” is a generalization, as no 
particular type of food is specified. The phrase “on cattle, on 
sheep, on wine, and on strong drink” is a detail, as specific 
foods are mentioned. And when the verse concludes: “On 
whatever your soul requests,” it then generalized again, as no 
specific type of food is stated. 


Since the verse is formulated as a generalization, and a detail, 
and a generalization, you may deduce that it is referring only 
to items similar to the detail. Just as the items mentioned in the 
detail are clearly defined as the produce of produce," i.e., not 
only the produce itself but also items that come from it, such as 
grapes from a seed, and they are also items grown from the 
ground, as all of these items grow from the ground or receive 
their main sustenance from it, so too, the generalization includes 
all items that are the produce of produce and are grown from 
the ground. This includes birds, but it does not include fish, 
water, or salt. 


§ The Gemara discusses a series of problems with regard to 
these and other methods of halakhic exegesis: Now, in the case 
of a generalization, and a detail, and a generalization, one 
derives that all items which are like the detail are included. 
However, if that is so, what purpose does the last generalization 
stated in the verse serve? The same conclusion would be reached 
if the verse had stated merely a generalization and a detail. The 
Gemara answers: The purpose of the last generalization is to 
add all that is similar to it, i.e., even those articles or cases not 
explicitly listed among the details. 


And furthermore, in the case of a detail, and a generalization, 
and a detail, one again derives that all items which are like the 
detail are included. If so, what purpose does the last detail 
stated in the verse serve? The same conclusion would apply 
if there was simply a detail and a generalization. The Gemara 
answers: If it were not for the last detail, I would say that the 
generalization becomes added to the detail, which is broad- 
ened in all possible ways. Therefore, the last detail limits the 
generalization to items or cases that are similar to the detail. 


The Gemara continues this line of questioning. And now that 
it has been established that both with regard to two general- 
izations and a detail, i.e., a generalization, a detail, and a gener- 
alization, and two details and a generalization, i.e., a detail, a 
generalization, and a detail, one derives that all items that are 
like the detail are included, what difference is there between 
this method and that one? The two methods are apparently 
identical. 


The Gemara answers: There is a difference between them, as 
whereas in a case of two generalizations and a detail, if there 
is another detail that is similar to the detail specified in the verse 
even in one aspect, one includes it, due to the two general- 
izations. By contrast, in the case of two details and a gener- 
alization, if there is another detail that is similar to the one 
mentioned in the verse in two aspects, one includes it. However, 
if it is similar in only one aspect one does not include it, as 
the halakha is limited by two details. 


The Gemara asks another question: Now, in the method of a 
detail and a generalization, the generalization becomes added 
to the detail, and all matters are included by the generalization. 
And the method of restriction and amplification also amplifies 
and includes everything, and therefore all matters are included 
in both cases. If so, what difference is there between the method 
of restriction and amplification" and that of a detail and a 
generalization? 
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The Gemara answers: There is the following difference, as whereas 
in the method of a detail and a generalization one includes and 
renders forbidden to a nazirite even leaves and tendrils of the vine, 
with the method of restriction and amplification one includes less, 
as tendrils, yes, they are included in the prohibition, whereas 
leaves, no, they are not included. 


§ Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to 
all prohibitions that are written in the Torah, a permitted sub- 
stance does not combine with a forbidden substance. If one eats 
a permitted food with a forbidden food and together they consti- 
tute the minimum prohibited measure, he is exempt from punish- 
ment for this act of consumption. This principle applies to all 
halakhot except for the prohibitions of a nazirite, who is liable 
for eating a mixture of that kind, as the Torah said with regard 
to a nazirite: “Neither shall he drink anything soaked" in grapes” 
(Numbers 6:3). This verse indicates that a nazirite is prohibited 
from consuming not only wine and vinegar, but also any food that 
was soaked in these liquids. 


Ze’eiri says: Permitted and forbidden substances combine with 
regard to the prohibition against offering leaven on the altar, 
as well," as it states: “For any [kol] leaven and any [kol] honey shall 
be offered as a burnt-offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). 
This indicates that one is also liable for sacrificing leaven in a mix- 
ture in addition to the liability for sacrificing pure leaven. The 
Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Ze’eiri issue 
his ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
who derives from the term kol in the verse “You shall eat nothing 
[kol] leavened” (Exodus 12:20) that a mixture with part leaven 
is forbidden on Passover. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, then with regard to the matter 
of leavened bread on Passover, one should also be liable for eating 
leaven combined with a permitted substance, e.g., less than an 
olive-bulk of bread soaked in wine, so that the volume is now an 
olive-bulk. The Gemara answers: Yes, indeed it is so. Rather, when 
Ze iri specifies that the prohibition applies with regard to sacrific- 
ing leaven in offerings, he meant to exclude’ the statement of 
Abaye, who says: There is significance to sacrificing less than an 
olive-bulk of leaven on the altar, i.e., one is flogged for sacrificing 
an offering of that kind. By noting that one is liable due to the fact 
that permitted substances combine with forbidden substances, 
Ze eiri teaches us that there is no significance to sacrificing less 
than an olive-bulk, and therefore this is not punishable by lashes. 


HALAKHA 


The prohibition against offering leaven as well, etc. - 4X 


invalidates an offering. One who sacrifices an olive-bulk of a 


“DVIVEPH baa ixw: It is prohibited to sacrifice leaven or mixture containing leaven or honey is flogged (Rambam Sefer 


honey upon the altar. Even a trace amount of these substances 


Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:1-2). 


NOTES 


Rather, to exclude — mrad Kb: Ze'eiri could have stated the 
halakha that permitted food combines with forbidden food 
with regard to leaven on Passover, but he preferred to mention 
the halakha of burning leaven on the altar because he wanted 


to take issue with Abaye’s opinion. In Abaye’s opinion, there is 
no need to apply the principle that less than an olive-bulk of 
leaven can combine with unleavened bread, as one is liable if 
he sacrifices even half an olive-bulk by itself. 


NOTES 

The Torah said soaked - NW myin Max: Most commen- 
taries accept the textual version and explanation of Rashi in 
tractate Pesahim (43b), that this halakha is derived from the 
term “soaked. Rashi explains that something which has been 
soaked in wine is forbidden to a nazirite despite the fact that it 
is not entirely wine. Alternatively, the amplification “anything” 
includes a mixture that is not composed solely of forbidden 
substances (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar; Rabbeinu Hananel). 


2911p NAZIR: PEREK VI-36A 167 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Thick soup was made with produce that had the status 
of teruma, etc. — "317M Sw nap: With regard to thick 
soup prepared with teruma produce and non-sacred gar- 
lic and oil, if one who immersed himself that day touches 
part of it he has disqualified the entire dish (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:12). 


The thick soup was made with produce of non-sacred 
status — pan by mapa: With regard to thick soup pre- 
pared with non-sacred produce and whose garlic and 
oil were teruma, if one who immersed himself that day 
touches part of it he has disqualified only the spot he 
touched. If the thick soup was mostly garlic, one follows 
the majority portion, and it is all disqualified (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:13). 
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Thick soup [mikpa] 


- napa: From the context it can be inferred 


§ Rav Dimi sat and stated this halakha of Rabbi Yohanan that a 
permitted substance does not combine with a forbidden substance 
except in the case of a nazirite. Abaye raised an objection to his 
opinion from a mishna (Tevul Yom 2:3): In a case where the thick 
soup’ was made with produce that had the status of teruma'® but 
the garlic and oil therein were of non-sacred produce, and one 
who was ritually impure who immersed that day and is waiting for 
nightfall for the purification process to be completed touched 
some of the contents, he has disqualified all the contents of the 
pot from being eaten, as it all is considered teruma soup. However, 
if the thick soup was made with produce of non-sacred status" 
but the garlic and the oil had the status of teruma produce, and 
one who immersed himself that day touched some of them, he 
has disqualified only the contents in the place that he touched. 


Abaye continues: And we discussed this issue: Why are the con- 
tents in the place that he touched disqualified?" Since the primary 
ingredients of the dish are of non-sacred produce, it should not be 
disqualified by contact with one who immersed himself that day. 
And Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: What is 
the reason that the contents become disqualified? It is due to the 
fact that a non-priest is flogged for eating an olive-bulk of the soup, 
as anything into which teruma is mixed is considered teruma by 
Torah law. 


Abaye concludes his question: What is Rabbi Yohanan’s reason that 
one is flogged for eating this mixture? 


BACKGROUND 
his obligation by separating even a single kernel of grain from 


that a mikpa was a thick stew that contained enough liquid 
that it could still be poured. It was prepared mainly from grits, 
crushed seeds from various grains, and was seasoned with garlic 
and oil. 


Teruma — M1311: Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification, it refers to the command in the Torah that “the first 
fruit of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil” (Deuteronomy 
18:4) be given to a priest (see Numbers 18:12). The Sages extended 
the scope of this mitzva, which applies only in Eretz Yisrael, to 
include all produce. After the first fruits have been separated, a 
certain portion of the produce must be designated as teruma and 
separated for the priests. The Torah does not specify the amount 
of teruma that must be separated; one may theoretically fulfill 


Thick soup was made with produce of non-sacred status, etc. - 
a>) pan bw mapa: The Commentary on Nazir cites two explana- 
tions that serve as the basis for a fundamental dispute between 

the halakhic authorities. One opinion is that the phrase: Touched 

some of them, refers to part of the garlic and oil (Rabbeinu Tam). 
Another opinion is that even if one touches part of the contents 

of the non-sacred dish, it is considered as though he touched 

teruma as it is all mingled in a single soup (Rashi on Pesahim 44a). 
These two opinions also offer competing explanations of the first 
case, concerning a soup made of teruma produce. According 

to the second interpretation it is clear why the entire dish is 

invalidated, as it is composed mainly of teruma produce. However, 
this case is somewhat difficult for the first opinion; if it is not 
considered a unified mixture why should the teruma produce 

be disqualified by virtue of the person touching the garlic and 

oil? Some explain that although he touched only the non-sacred 

garlic and oil, since they touch the primary elements of the soup, 
it is as though he touched the teruma itself (Rabbeinu Tam). 


NOTES 


an entire crop. However, the Sages instituted a recommended 
measure: One-fortieth of the produce for a generous gift, one- 
fiftieth for an average gift, and one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. One 
must separate teruma before separating the other tithes. Teruma 
is sacred and may be eaten only by a priest and his household 
while they are in a state of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). If 
teruma becomes ritually impure, it may no longer be eaten and 
must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the property of the 
priest and he may benefit from its burning. 

Nowadays, teruma is not given to the priests, because they 
can provide no definite proof of their priestly lineage. Although 
the obligation to separate teruma remains, the halakha reverts 
to Torah law, and only a minuscule portion of the produce is 
separated in practice. 


Why are they. ..disqualified — bis KX: There are alternative 
versions of the text which correspond to the opinions mentioned 
in the previous note. According to those who maintain that he 
touched only the garlic and oil (Rabbeinu Tam), the question 
is as follows: Since food is susceptible to ritual impurity only if 
it is at least the volume of an egg-bulk, why should the touch 
of one who immersed himself that day disqualify garlic and oil 
that are teruma, as these items are generally not the volume 
of an egg-bulk? Others further state that although the garlic is 
teruma, nevertheless it should be nullified by the non-teruma 
dish (Tosafot on Pesahim 44a, citing Ri). Although there is a gen- 
eral principle that teruma is nullified only if it is less than one 
hundredth of the total, this is a decree of the Sages; by Torah 
law teruma is nullified in a simple majority (Rashi on Pesahim; 
Tosafot). Alternatively, the Gemara is referring to a case where 
one touched only soup that was not teruma, and the question 
is why produce that is not teruma should be disqualified merely 
by contact (Meiri on Pesahim). 
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Is it not due to the fact that the permitted substance combines 
with the forbidden substance? This would mean that this principle 
applies in other areas of Torah law besides naziriteship. Rav Dimi 
said to him: No; what is the meaning of an olive-bulk in this 
mishna? It means that there is enough teruma in the mixture so 
that when one eats from the mixture he will consume an olive-bulk 
of terumain the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. In that case 
one is liable to receive a punishment for eating this olive-bulk, as 
though he ate the teruma alone. 


Abaye asked him: But is eating an olive-bulk in the time it takes 
to eat a half-loaf of bread prohibited by Torah law,™ and is one 
flogged for it? Rav Dimi said to him: Yes. Abaye asked in response: 
Ifso, why do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer with regard 
to eating Babylonian kutah,’ a dip that contains bread, on Pass- 
over? The Rabbis maintain that one is not punished by Torah law 
for eating a mixture that contains leaven. Although the Rabbis do 
not derive from the term “nothing [kol],” that leaven in a mixture 
is forbidden, they should nevertheless hold one liable for eating an 
olive-bulk of a forbidden substance in the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread. 


Rav Dimi said to Abaye: Leave aside the case of Babylonian kutah, 
as there is no possibility that one will consume an olive-bulk of 
the leaven in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. If he eats 
kutah in its pure, unadulterated form, by swallowing [shareif ]' it 
as food, not as a dip, his intention is rendered irrelevant" by the 
opinions of all other people. It is unusual for a person to eat a 
pungent dip by itself, and especially so quickly. One receives no 
punishment for conduct that anomalous. And if he dips [shatar ]! 
other food into the kutah and eats it, he will not be found to have 
consumed an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread. Due to the pungency of the dip, one typically adds only a 
small portion of it to his food. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Dimi from a baraita: With regard 
to two spice mortars, one used for teruma spices and one used for 
non-sacred spices, before which were two pots, one of teruma 
produce and the other one of non-sacred produce, and the con- 
tents of these mortars fell into these pots, but it is unknown which 
produce fell into which pot, the contents of both pots are permit- 
ted; the pot containing the teruma produce is permitted for a priest 
and the pot containing non-sacred produce is permitted for all. 
This is because I say, with no definitive proof to the contrary, 
that the non-sacred spices fell into the non-sacred produce and 
the teruma spices fell into the teruma. 


Abaye explains his objection: And if it would enter your mind to 
say that eating an olive-bulk of a forbidden substance in the time 
it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread is prohibited by Torah law, why 
do we say this principle: Because I say that the non-sacred spices 
fell into the non-sacred produce? If the teruma spices fell into the 
pot containing non-sacred produce, one who eats from the mixture 
will consume an olive-bulk of teruma within the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread, and he will thereby violate a Torah prohibition. 
One is not lenient in a case of this kind. 


HALAKHA 


In the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread by Torah law - 
NOM TINT DID mbox ‘D4: One who eats an olive-bulk of forbid- 
den food in the time it takes to eat three egg-bulks, the equivalent 
of a half-loaf of bread, is liable to receive lashes or to be punished 
by Heaven. This is the case whether he ate this amount of the 
forbidden food in a mixture or by itself. The same principle applies 
to positive mitzvot that involve eating: One who eats an olive- 


bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread has fulfilled his 
obligation. Some authorities maintain that a half-loaf of bread is 
the equivalent of four egg-bulks (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma’‘akhalot Assurot 14:8; 15:3; Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat 
Asor 2:4; Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 1:6; Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:4; Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:1; 111; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 208:9; 475:6; 612:3). 


BACKGROUND 

In the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread — 134 
D9 nox: The time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread 
serves as a benchmark in many areas of halakha. Later 
authorities debate whether a half-loaf is the size of three 
egg-bulks or four. Opinions also vary with regard to the 
length of time of this measure, especially with regard 
to foods whose time of consumption is not uniform. 
Opinions as to the duration of this period range from 
three to nine minutes. 


Kutah - mm: Kutah was a dip for bread served as an 
appetizer. It was made from whey, salt, and bread that 
had fermented to the point of moldiness. This dip was 
so sharp that it could be eaten only by the Babylonians, 
who were accustomed to eating it. In the Mishna, it is 
referred to as Babylonian kutah. 


NOTES 


Is eating an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread prohibited by Torah law — nox) 
NT MDTIN'T DIS: The commentaries note that it is 
explicitly taught in a mishna (Makkot 13a) that one who 
eats an olive-bulk in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf 
of bread is liable to receive lashes and other applicable 
punishments (Josafot). However, that mishna can be 
explained as referring to one who eats an olive-bulk of 
the forbidden substance alone within this stipulated 
period. Conversely, here the Gemara is dealing with one 
who eats a mixture of forbidden and permitted food, in 
which case he might not be liable by Torah law, even if 
the entire mixture contains an olive-bulk of a forbidden 
substance. 


His intention is rendered irrelevant - iny% mova: As 
this dip is extremely sharp, and it is rare to eat it by itself 
most commentaries maintain that one who eats kutah 
in this manner is exempt, as this is an abnormal way of 
eating (Commentary on Nazir). However, others say that 
since people do not consume kutah in this fashion the 
Sages did not discuss this case, and one who went ahead 
and ate it in one sitting is liable (Tosafot; see Rabbeinu 
Peretz and Rabbeinu Todros). 


LANGUAGE 
Swallowing [shareif] — 49W: From the Hebrew root 
meaning swallow, and similar to the Arabic © »é, shariba, 
meaning drink. It is used to describe the consumption 
of a thick substance that is swallowed, rather than drunk 
like water. 


Dips [shatar] - Tw: An Aramaic term meaning to smear 
or anoint. In this context it refers to using the kutah as a 
sort of condiment for the bread. 
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HALAKHA 


Teruma from spices is by rabbinic law - pan mann 
KT p277: Tithes and teruma are separated from veg- 
etables by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 2:6). 


Two pots, two baskets — nisip mw nin nw: If there 
are two baskets, one containing non- -sacred produce and 
he other teruma, and in front of them are two containers, 
each containing a sea of produce, one of non-sacred 
produce and the other of teruma, and the contents of the 
baskets fall into the containers, the non-sacred produce 
remains permitted, as the non-sacred produce is assumed 
o have fallen into the container of the non-sacred pro- 
duce. This halakha applies only to teruma that applies by 
rabbinic law. In the case of teruma that applies by Torah 
aw the permitted substance must be the majority for it 
o remain permitted. 

The same halakha applies to two pots, one of which 
contains permitted food and the other forbidden produce, 
into which forbidden and permitted substances fall. If 
the food is forbidden by rabbinic law, the ruling is lenient 
in all cases; if it is forbidden by Torah law, the halakha 
is lenient only if the permitted food forms the majority 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 13:14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 11171). 


Perek VI 
Daf 37 Amuda 


NOTES 


Where there is more non-sacred produce, etc. — 7133 
na phn naD: A forbidden substance combines with 
permitted food to render the entire mixture forbidden 
only if there is at least as much of the forbidden substance 
as the permitted food. The early commentaries ask: If this 
is Abaye’s opinion, why does he raise a difficulty from the 
case of non-sacred thick soup, as there too the mixture 
is mostly permitted food. One answer is that there is a 
difference between forbidden grain and forbidden spices. 
Since garlic and oil noticeably affect the taste of a dish 
they cannot be nullified (Commentary on Nazir). Others 
claim that the Gemara could have refuted Abaye's ques- 
tion from the case of the thick soup in this manner but 
instead offers a different answer (Rabbi Avraham min 
HaHar, citing Commentary on Nazir). 
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Rav Dimi said to him: Rather, what will you say? That the permit- 
ted substance combines with the forbidden substance? But if so, 
one can still ask why we say this principle: Because I say that the 
non-sacred spices fell into the non-sacred produce. After all, it is 
possible that the second mortar contained slightly less than an 
olive-bulk of teruma, and the permitted substance combined with 
it to form the amount of an olive-bulk. Rather, leave aside the case 
of teruma separated from spices, which is teruma by rabbinic law." 
By Torah law one is required to separate teruma only from grain, 
wine, and oil. The Sages are lenient with regard to teruma by rabbinic 
law. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Dimi from a similar baraita: There 
were two baskets, one filled with teruma and one filled with non- 
sacred produce, and before them were two containers each con- 
taining a se'a of produce, one of non-sacred produce and the one 
of teruma, and these, the contents of each of the baskets, fell into 
those, each of the containers before them. Although it is prohibited 
for non-priests to eat a mixture of teruma and non-sacred produce, 
and it is possible that the teruma fell into the non-sacred produce, 
the contents of both of the vessels are nevertheless permitted; the 
container of teruma produce is permitted for a priest and the con- 
tainer of non-sacred produce is permitted for all. This is because I 
say that the non-sacred produce fell into the non-sacred produce 
and the teruma fell into the teruma." 


Abaye explains: And if it would enter your mind to say that eating 
an olive-bulk of forbidden food in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf 
of bread is prohibited by Torah law, why do we say the principle: 
Because I say the non-sacred produce fell into the non-sacred pro- 
duce? Why are the Sages not concerned that one might eat an olive- 
bulk of teruma in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, which 
is prohibited by Torah law? 


Granted, according to my opinion, as I say that this is because 
permitted food combines with forbidden food, I can explain that 
this is referring to a case where there is more non-sacred produce" 
than teruma, and the combination is assumes the status of the for- 
bidden item or teruma only when those are the majority. However, 
according to your opinion, that you say this is because there is an 
olive-bulk consumed in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, 
then even if there is more non-sacred produce, what of it? In any 
case there is an olive-bulk of teruma eaten within the time it takes 
to eat a half-loaf of bread. 


Rav Dimi said to Abaye: Leave aside teruma in the present, as it 
applies by rabbinic law." Since the exile of the Jewish people from 
Eretz Yisrael, the halakhot of teruma and tithes apply by rabbinic law, 
not Torah law. This is the basis for the lenient ruling with regard to 
this mixture. 


Teruma in the present applies by rabbinic law - m7 pata mana 
p77: Most authorities agree that teruma in the present applies 
by rabbinic law, even in those parts of Eretz Yisrael that were 
settled by those who arrived from Babylonia in Ezra’s time, as 


HALAKHA 


stated by the Gemara here and elsewhere (Rambam). Some 
(Ra‘avad) maintain that teruma nowadays applies by Torah law 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 1:26 and Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 20:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 331:2). 
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Abaye said to him: From where do you derive that this verse: “Nor 
shall he drink anything soaked in grapes” (Numbers 6:3), comes to 
teach the principle that permitted food combines with forbidden" 
food, as stated by Rabbi Yohanan (35b)? Perhaps instead it comes 
to establish the principle that the legal status of the flavor of a forbid- 
den food is like that of its substance."" This principle states that any 
food that absorbs the taste of a forbidden item assumes the status of 
this forbidden item itself. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at Abaye’s question. And according 
to the opinion of Abaye, initially that which Rav Dimi said was 
difficult for him. Rav Dimi had cited Rabbi Yohanan as saying that 
permitted food combines with forbidden foods only in the case of 
naziriteship (36a), due to the term “soaked,” and Abaye had objected 
with all these aforementioned refutations to prove that this prin- 
ciple applies in all areas of Torah law. And yet he then said to him 
that one should derive a very different principle from that same verse, 
that the verse establishes the principle that the legal status of the 
flavor of a forbidden food is like that of its substance. 


The Gemara answers: After Rav Dimi resolved Abaye’s difficulties, 
and Abaye had accepted his answer that the principle that permitted 
food combines with forbidden food does not apply to the rest of 
Torah law, he said to Rav Dimi that perhaps the verse comes to 
establish that the legal status of the flavor of a forbidden food is like 
that of its substance, with the following application. 


This is relevant for that which is taught in a baraita: The term 
“soaked” serves to establish the principle that the legal status of the 
flavor of a forbidden food is like that ofits substance. As, ifa nazirite 
soaked grapes in water and the water has the taste of wine, he is 
liable to receive punishment for drinking this liquid, as it assumes 
the status of wine. And from here you derive the halakha with 
regard to all prohibitions of the Torah; in all cases, the legal status 
of the taste of a forbidden food is like that of its substance. The fact 
that with regard to all other prohibitions, the legal status of the flavor 
of a forbidden food is like that of its substance, is derived from the 
halakhot of naziriteship. 


The baraita explains the derivation: And just as with regard to a 
nazirite, whose prohibition against eating grapes is not a perma- 
nent prohibition, as he will be permitted to eat grapes once his term 
of naziriteship is over, and furthermore his prohibition is not a 
prohibition against deriving benefit" from wine, and there is a way 
to permit his prohibition’ against eating grape products by request- 
ing from a halakhic authority to dissolve his vow, and nevertheless, 
in his case the Torah rendered the legal status of the flavor of food 
like that of its substance. With regard to a forbidden mixture of 
diverse kinds in a vineyard,’ i.e., grain seeds sown with grape seeds, 
whose prohibition is a permanent prohibition and whose prohibi- 
tion is a prohibition against deriving benefit, and there is no way 
to permit their prohibition, is it not right that the Torah should 
render the legal status of the flavor of its forbidden food like that of 
its substance? 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

Permitted combines with forbidden - q% anh 
vod: Permitted food does not combine with forbidden 
food even in the case of a nazirite. For example, if wine 
became mixed with honey and the mixture tasted like 
wine, or if raisins were mixed with dried figs and the 
mixture tasted like raisins, a nazirite is not liable for eating 
or drinking the mixture. Rather, he is flogged only if he 
ate an olive-bulk of forbidden food in the time it takes 
to eat a half-loaf of bread, i.e., three egg-bulks. Rabbi 
Abbahu's statement in the name of Rabbi Yohanan is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, whereas the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:4). 


To establish that the flavor of a forbidden food is 
like that of its substance - p3 oyD i: If a nazirite 
soaked his bread in wine and the mixture contained a 
quarter-log of wine in a half-loaf of bread, then if he ate 
the amount of a half-loaf of bread he has consumed a 
quarter-log of wine and is flogged (Rambam). The phrase 
“anything soaked in grapes” (Numbers 6:3) means that a 
substance into which wine has been mixed is forbidden 
if it retains the taste of wine. Others (Halakhot Gedolot; 
Rabbeinu Tam) maintain that although one is flogged 
only if it contained a sufficient quantity of the forbid- 
den food that he would consume an olive-bulk of it in 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, nevertheless 
the mixture is forbidden by Torah law if the forbidden 
food imparts taste, unless there is sixty times as much 
permitted matter as forbidden (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:4 and Lehem Mishne there; Tur; Beit Yosef, 
Yoreh De'a 98). 


BACKGROUND 

Diverse kinds in a vineyard - D157 nba: The Torah 
states: “Do not sow your vineyard with two kinds of 
seed, lest the fullness of the seed which you have sown 
be rendered forbidden together with the yield of the 
vineyard” (Deuteronomy 22:9). The Sages derived from 
this verse that food crops planted in a vineyard are for- 
bidden and render the yield of the vineyard forbidden 
as well. The application of this halakha depends on the 
question of which plants constitute a forbidden food 
crop in a vineyard. 


The flavor of a forbidden food is like that of its substance - 
3Y oyy: The commentaries ask what the difference is 
between the principle: The taste of a forbidden food is like that 
of its substance, and: Permitted food combines with forbidden 
ood. Some explain that the first principle means that the taste 
of the forbidden food spreads throughout the permitted food, 
even if there is an insufficient amount of forbidden substance 
o cause liability in and of itself (Rashi). Others claim that there 
must be a requisite amount of forbidden food, although it need 
not be visible in the mixture (Meiri). Conversely, the principle: 
Permitted food combines with forbidden food, applies when 
he permitted and forbidden substances are separate or when 
he forbidden food is concentrated in one spot, in which case 


the forbidden item, which forms at least half of the total, com- 
bines with the permitted to form a single unit. Many authorities 
contend that even if the principle: The taste of a forbidden food 
is like that of its substance, applies by Torah law, one is flogged 
only if the mixture contains an olive-bulk of food that can be 
eaten in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. 


And his prohibition is not a prohibition against deriving 
benefit — TRIT TIDY TDN pr: A nazirite is prohibited only 
from eating or drinking products of the vine. He may derive 
benefit from them in all other ways, e.g., selling them or other 
uses of them. 


And there a way to permit his prohibition - ind TET wN: 


There are several explanations of this clause. Some commen- 
taries maintain that the wine a nazirite may not drink is not 
itself forbidden, as he may consume it at the end of his term 
(Commentary on Nazir). This is similar to the statement that 
the nazirite’s prohibition is not a permanent one, but that 
statement refers to the person himself, while this statement 
refers to the forbidden wine. Most commentaries explain that 
permitting his prohibition refers to the fact that he can have his 
vow of naziriteship and its attendant prohibitions dissolved by 
a halakhic authority (Rashi on Pesahim; Tosafot; Rosh). Alterna- 
tively, this statement means that his prohibition is permitted 
in the sense that one is permitted to render wine forbidden to 
himself by taking a vow of naziriteship (Tosafot). 
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BACKGROUND 


Orla - any: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit 
from fruit that grows during the first three years after 
a tree has been planted (Leviticus 19:23). This prohibi- 
tion applies only to the fruit and not to the other parts 
of the tree. In addition, the prohibition does not apply 
to trees planted as a fence for property or as a wind 
buffer, rather than planted for their fruit. 


NOTES 

Against orla on two counts - pAwa awh: It is 
prohibited to benefit from orla, and there is no way 
for this prohibition to be permitted. However, it is 
not a permanent prohibition, as orla lasts for a fixed 
period of three years (Commentary on Nazir; Rosh). 
Alternatively, it is indeed a permanent prohibition, 
as the fruit that grew when the tree was forbidden 
remains permanently forbidden. It is also prohibited 
to benefit from it, as stated previously. According to 
this opinion, the exception is that there is a way to 
permit this prohibition, as although the fruit of the 
fourth year is also considered orla, it can be rendered 
permitted by being redeemed (Josafot; Rabbeinu 
Tam). Alternatively, this prohibition is permitted in the 
sense that one is permitted to cause the prohibition 
ab initio, as one plants trees knowing that their fruit 
will become orla (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Diverse kinds too - 723 pedo: The prohibition of 
diverse kinds includes at least three separate catego- 
ries: Mixtures of seeds of food crops in a vineyard, the 
yoking of animals of different species together, and 
mixtures of diverse kinds of wool and linen. 


HALAKHA 

Meat cooked in milk...is merely the taste - wa 
xan ways oyy...sbma: One who ate an olive-bulk 
of meat that had been cooked with milk is flogged. 
By Torah law, the mixture is forbidden only if the two 
were actually cooked together; however, the Sages 
prohibited any mixture of this kind (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 9:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 87:1). 


Diverse kinds too, etc. - 11°12 pedo: One who 
sows together two different types of seeds in Eretz 
Yisrael is flogged. If one sowed them with grape seeds 
he is liable both for the regular prohibition of diverse 
kinds and for diverse kinds in a vineyard. If one eats 
an olive-bulk of the produce of seeds in a vineyard, 
whether of the grapes or the other produce, he is 
flogged (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 10:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 296:1, 297:1). 
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The baraita adds: And the same is true for the prohibition against 
eating the fruit ofa tree during the first three years after its plant- 
ing [orla], on two of three counts:" Although the prohibition of 
orla is not a permanent prohibition, as one may eat the fruit of this 
tree after three years have passed, it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from orla, and this prohibition cannot be permitted, as the fruits 
that grow during the first three years remain forbidden. Similarly, all 
other prohibitions in the Torah are more severe than the case of a 
nazirite in one of these aspects, and therefore this principle is uni- 
versal. Abaye is asking Rav Dimi: In any case doesn't this entire 
derivation presents a difficulty for Rabbi Yohanan, who derives a 
different halakha from the term “soaked.” 


One of the Sages said to Abaye: When Rabbi Abbahu said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said that the principle of permitted food combining 
with forbidden food is derived from the term “soaked,” he spoke in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The Gemara asks: To 
which statement of Rabbi Akiva is the Gemara referring? If we say 
it is referring to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva of this mishna, as we 
learned (Shevuot 21b) that Rabbi Akiva says: Even if a nazirite 
soaked his bread in wine, and the bread and the wine contain 
enough to combine to constitute an olive-bulk, he is liable; but 
from where do we know that Rabbi Akiva means an olive-bulk 
taken from the bread and the wine together? Perhaps that ruling 
applies only when there is an olive-bulk of wine as is, without 
the bread? 


And if you would say: In that case, what is the purpose of stating 
this ruling? What is the novelty of Rabbi Akiva’s statement if the 
mixture contains an olive-bulk of wine? One can say that it serves 
to exclude the opinion of the first tanna, who said that he is liable 
only if he drinks a quarter-log of wine. Rabbi Akiva emphasizes 
that one is liable even if he drinks the amount of an olive-bulk. 


Rather, the reference is to the following statement of Rabbi Akiva 
in a baraita. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: A 
nazirite who soaked his bread in wine and ate an olive-bulk of 
the mixture of bread and wine is liable. This baraita indicates that 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva a permitted substance 
combines with a forbidden substance. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: According to Rabbi 

Akiva, who establishes the verse “neither shall he drink anything 

soaked” (Numbers 6:3) as referring to the principle that the per- 
mitted combines with the forbidden, from where does he derive 

the principle that the legal status of the flavor is like that of the 

substance itself? The Gemara answers: He derives this principle 

from the prohibition of meat cooked in milk. Is it not the case that 

there is no actual milk present, and it is merely the taste" of the milk 
absorbed in the meat, and yet the mixture is prohibited? Here too, 
in the case of other prohibitions, it is no different, and the legal 

status of the flavor is like that of the substance itself. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the Rabbis, who disagree with 
Rabbi Akiva and derive the halakha that the legal status of the flavor 
is like that of the substance itself from the phrase “neither shall he 
drink anything soaked,’ why do they not derive this principle from 
the case of meat cooked in milk? The Gemara answers: The Rabbis 
claim that we do not derive other prohibitions from meat cooked 
in milk, as that prohibition is a novelty, and one does not learn 
general halakhot from unusual cases. 


The Gemara asks: What is the novelty of that prohibition? If we 
say that it is unique in that this meat alone and that milk alone 
are each permitted, and yet together they are forbidden, that 
characteristic is not unique to meat cooked in milk. In the case 
of forbidden mixtures of diverse kinds too," this element alone 
and that element alone are each permitted, and yet together they 
are forbidden. 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, the novelty is that if one soaks meat 
in milk all day," it is permitted by Torah law, despite the fact that 
the meat certainly absorbed some taste of the milk, whereas if one 
cooked meat in milk even fora short time, the mixture is forbidden 
by Torah law. The novelty is that it is not the fact that they are 
mixed together that renders meat and milk forbidden, but the act 
of cooking. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva too, he certainly agrees that the 
halakha of meat cooked in milk is a novelty. How can he derive a 
general principle from this case? Rather, 


Rabbi Akiva derives the principle: The legal status of the flavor of 
forbidden food is like that of the substance itself, from the vessels 
of gentiles that require purging [gi’ulei],'" where the Jews were 
commanded to purge the non-kosher flavor from the vessels they 
seized from the Midianites. As the Merciful One states in the 
section of the Torah that deals with the spoils of Midian: “Every 
thing that passes through the fire, you shall make it pass through 
the fire” (Numbers 31:23). That is to say that the vessels of gentiles 
that require purging are forbidden to be used until they have been 
purged through fire and purified. Isn’t there mere taste absorbed 
in the vessels through the process of cooking? And even so, these 
vessels are forbidden if this purging was not performed. Here, too, 
with regard to other matters of Torah law, it is no different; and the 
legal status of the flavor is like that of the substance itself. 


Rav Aha further suggested to Rav Ashi: And according to the 
opinion of the Rabbis, who derive this principle from the verse: 
“Neither shall he drink anything soaked” (Numbers 6:3), let them 
also derive it from the vessels of gentiles that require purging, as 
does Rabbi Akiva. Rav Ashi said to him: The Rabbis maintain that 
there the halakha of purging vessels of gentiles is also a novelty. 
What is the novelty of this halakha? As with regard to all dietary 
laws in the Torah, anything that gives flavor, i.e., contributes taste, 
that renders the food tainted, is permitted." If the taste added by 
the forbidden food does not enhance the permitted food, it does 
not render that food forbidden. 


But here, with regard to the halakha of vessels of gentiles that 
require purging, the Torah states that even if they contribute taste 
that renders the food tainted, nevertheless they are forbidden. If 
twenty-four hours have passed since food was cooked in a pot, the 
assumption is that the flavor released from the pot will contribute 
a deleterious taste to any foods subsequently cooked in the pot. 
Even so, vessels taken from gentiles remain forbidden until they 
have been purged, despite the fact that the taste they contribute 
taints the food. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 

too, the case of vessels of gentiles that require purging is apparently 
a novelty. Rabbi Akiva derives this principle from the required 

purging of the vessels of gentiles. How then does he respond to the 

previous claim? Rav Huna, son of Hiyya, said: The Torah prohib- 
ited the use of unpurged vessels of gentiles only in the case of a pot 

that was used on that day," which is not a case where the pot gives 

flavor that renders the food tainted. Accordingly, it is not a novelty 
that the vessels were forbidden. 


HALAKHA 

That if one soaks it...all day, etc. - ap mh NANT 
nDNA: If cold meat was soaked in cold milk, one may 
rinse the meat and eat it, provided that it was not left 
in that state for twenty-four hours, which would render 
it preserved, which has a similar status to cooked. The 
Torah prohibits only meat and milk that were cooked 
together (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 9:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 91:4; see 105:1). 


LANGUAGE 

Purging [gi‘ulei] - days: Apparently, the basic meaning 
of the verb ga'al, with the letter ayin, is exude or bring 
forth. The root ga‘al with an alef also means bring forth. 
Accordingly, the expression gi'ulei goyim means tha 
which exudes from the vessels of gentiles. Similarly, the 
expression goel nefesh, as in the verse “And My soul shal 
abhor you [vega‘ala nafshi etkhem]” (Leviticus 26:30) 
refers to that which the soul cannot stand, which i 
exudes and vomits out. 


HALAKHA 


The vessels of gentiles that require purging - say 
Dis: If a forbidden substance has been cooked in a pot, 
one may not cook meat in that pot on the same day. 
If one did so, the meat is forbidden, and if he cooked 
another food in it, that too is forbidden if the forbidden 
substance gives a flavor to that food. Consequently, if 
one buys a utensil from a gentile that had been used 
for hot dishes, he must clean and immerse it. If he 
does not, it may not be used (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:1-2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a121:2). 


That gives flavor that renders it tainted, is permit- 
ted - a2 Diab oyy jni): If a forbidden substance 
imparts a flavor to a permitted food that improves it, 
the entire mixture is forbidden. If the forbidden sub- 
stance taints the taste, whether because the taste of 
the forbidden food was impaired from the outset or 
because it interacts poorly with that particular permitted 
food, the mixture is permitted (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 15:28; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 1031, 122:1). 


The Torah prohibited only in the case of a pot that was 
used on that day — wav na MYT KYN min mpy xb: 
The Torah prohibited the use of only those vessels of 
gentiles in which something had been cooked that day. 
Once twenty four hours have passed the pot is no longer 
forbidden by Torah law. However, the Sages decreed 
that one should not cook with a pot of this kind ab initio 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 103:5, 122:2). 
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BACKGROUND 
That the vessel does not slightly taint — xama maa KoT: 
The tainting, or relative spoiling of the taste, is due to bac- 
eria that break down the food. This process sometimes 
releases gasses with unpleasant smells. Such bacteria are 
found everywhere in the air and they begin to grow on 
ood and the remainders of food left in pots as soon as the 
emperature of the cooked food drops. Since the bacteria 
will be detected, in the form of spoiled food, only once they 
have grown a sufficient amount, this happens after some 
ime has passed. However, it will undoubtedly occur within 
wenty-four hours. 


Two verses that come as one — IMX3 pan pawns nw: 
When a matter that is written in the Torah contains an explicit 
halakha or detail, it is possible, by means of the hermeneutic 
method of analogy, to use it as an example that teaches 
about other cases. However, when a detail appears in two 
cases, and all the more so when it appears in three cases, it 
does not teach about other cases. In Talmudic parlance this 
is known as: Two, or three, verses that come together. The 
fact that it is necessary to mention this detail more than once 
indicates that this detail is an exception, which is not meant 
to teach a general principle. 
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The Gemara asks: And why don’t the Rabbis derive the halakha 
from there, as it is no longer a novelty? The Gemara answers: 
They hold that even in the case of a pot used on that day, it is 
impossible that the vessel does not slightly taint® the food 
absorbed in the vessel. Consequently, the halakha of purging 
vessels of gentiles is a novelty, from which general principles 
cannot be derived. 


§ Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: From the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis, we infer the proper understanding of the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. Don’t the Rabbis say that the term 


“soaked” teaches that the principle that the legal status of the 


flavor of forbidden food is like that of its substance applies not 
only to a nazirite, but that from here you derive the halakha with 
regard to all prohibitions of the Torah? According to Rabbi 
Akiva as well, who establishes this term: “Soaked,” as teaching 
that the permitted substance combines with the forbidden 
substance with regard to a nazirite, let us say that from here you 
derive the halakha with regard to all prohibitions of the Torah. 
This explanation runs counter to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
who applies this principle only to a nazirite. 


Rav Ashi said to him: This cannot serve as a proof, due to the 
fact that the halakhot ofa nazirite and those of a sin-offering are 
from two verses that come as one, i.e., to teach the same matter, 
and any two verses that come as one? do not teach their com- 
mon aspect to apply to other cases. The Gemara comments: The 
derivation that a permitted substance joins together with a forbid- 
den substance in the case of a nazirite is that which we stated, 
from the term “soaked.” With regard to a sin-offering, what is the 
derivation that a permitted substance combines with a forbidden 
substance? 


It is as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse discussing 
a sin-offering “Anything that touches in its flesh shall become 
consecrated” (Leviticus 6:20). One might have thought that 
non-sacred meat that touched any part of a sin-offering is conse- 
crated even if it did not absorb the taste of the sin-offering it 
touched. Therefore, the verse states: “In its flesh,” to teach that 
this meat is not consecrated until the taste of the sin-offering is 
absorbed within its flesh." 


The baraita continues: “Shall become consecrated,” means that 
its legal status becomes like that of the sin-offering itself; that 

is, if the sin-offering is disqualified, the non-sacred meat that 

touched it will also be disqualified. And if the sin-offering is 

valid, the non-sacred meat that touched it may be eaten in accor- 
dance with the more stringent standards of a sin-offering, with 

regard to when and where it may be eaten. The principle that a 

permitted substance combines with a forbidden substance is 

thereby stated in the case of a sin-offering as well. Consequently, 
the principle cannot be extended to the entire Torah, as a halakha 

stated in two cases is not applied elsewhere. 


HALAKHA 


Until it is absorbed within its flesh - mwaa yoow ty: The 
verse states with regard to a sin- offering: “Anything that 
touches in its flesh shall become consecrated” (Leviticus 6:20), 
which means that anything that touches it shares the status of 
the offering: If the sin-offering was disqualified, the food that 
touched itis likewise disqualified; if the offering is valid, the food 
that came into contact with it must be eaten in accordance with 


the halakhot and sanctity of a sin-offering. While this principle 
applies to all offerings, it applies only with regard to food that 
absorbed part of the sin-offering; mere touch does not conse- 
crate it. Ifa sin-offering came into contact with a wafer and part 
of the wafer absorbed flavor from it, only the spot that absorbed 
the sin-offering is consecrated (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:15-17). 
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And the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Akiva, would maintain that 
both these sources are necessary," as neither the case of a nazirite nor 
the case of a sin-offering could be derived from the other. Therefore, 
this is not a case of two verses that come as one. The Gemara elaborates: 
For had the Merciful One written this halakha only with regard to a 
sin- offering, I would say that the case ofa nazirite cannot be derived 
from it, due to the fact that we do not derive the halakha of a nazirite 
from that of consecrated items. This is because the prohibitions of 
naziriteship are unrelated to the Temple and offerings, and therefore it 
is possible that the halakha in question is unique to consecrated items. 


And conversely, had the Merciful One written this halakha only with 
regard to a nazirite, I would say that we do not derive the halakha of 
asin-offering from that ofa nazirite due to the fact that its prohibition 
is stringent." In what way? It is stringent as even a grape seed is for- 
bidden to a nazirite, although the seeds are not usually eaten. There- 
fore, the halakha of a sin-oftering cannot be derived from the case of 
a nazirite, which means that this is not a case of two verses that come 
as one. Consequently, one can derive a general halakha from them. 


And Rabbi Akiva could have said to you, in rebuttal of this claim: Why 
are these cases both necessary? Granted, if the Merciful One had 
written this principle only with regard to a sin-offering, one would 
not derive the halakha of a nazirite from it, as we do not derive 
halakhot of non-sacred items from those of consecrated items. Cer- 
tain stringencies and strictures apply only to consecrated property. 
However, let the Merciful One write this principle with regard to a 
nazirite, and you could derive the case of the sin-offering from that 
ofa nazirite, just as the application of this principle to all prohibitions 
in the Torah is derived from the halakha of a nazirite. Since it is not 
necessary to state this principle in both cases, one cannot derive a 
general principle from them. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, who maintain that the principle 
that the legal status of the flavor of a forbidden substance is like that of 
the substance itself is not limited to these two cases, would say to you 
that both sources are required. The case of a sin-offering is necessary 
to derive the principle that a permitted substance combines with a 
forbidden substance, and this stringency is not extrapolated to other 
prohibitions, in accordance with the principle that one cannot derive 
the halakhot of non-sacred items from consecrated items. 


And the term “soaked,” which appears in the context of a nazirite, 
teaches the principle that the legal status of the flavor of forbidden 
food is like that of its substance. Since both examples are necessary, 
they are not considered two verses that come as one, and it is there- 
fore possible to derive a general principle from them. And conse- 
quently, from here you derive the halakha with regard to all of the 
prohibitions of the Torah. 


NOTES 


And the Rabbis maintain that both are necessary — »3"¥ „pay: 
The early commentaries present many versions of this passage 
(Tosafot; see Commentary on Nazir). The main difficulty is that the 
Gemara indicates that even the Rabbis concede that permitted sub- 
stances combine with forbidden ones in the case of a sin-offering. 
o ruling of this kind is stated elsewhere, and it apparently con- 
radicts the earlier statements of both Rabbi Yohanan and Ze'eiri 
(see Rabbeinu Peretz). Some commentaries claim that the Rabbis 
do accept the principle that the permitted combines with the for- 
bidden with regard to a sin-offering, although they maintain that 
one does not derive halakhot from offerings to other cases. Others 
contend that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Akiva even with regard 
o this detail, as all their disputes in this discussion are formulated 
according to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion. In other words, they are saying 
o Rabbi Akiva that even granted his initial assumptions, his final 
ruling is unreasonable (Meiri). 


Some versions of the text explicitly state that the Rabbis learn the 
principle that a flavor is like the substance itself from the case of a 
sin-offering. Apparently, the Rabbis derive this principle from both 
a sin-offering and a nazirite, as, although neither of these two cases 
can be derived from the other, due to the special circumstances of 
each, they can teach by means of their common aspects that the fla- 
vor of a forbidden food is like the substance itself (Rosh). Some cite a 
version of the text according to which the Rabbis maintain that even 
a forbidden substance that taints the taste renders the other food 
forbidden (Commentary on Nazir). However, many commentaries 
reject this interpretation, as this halakha is not stated elsewhere. 


That its prohibition is stringent — mH mana: Rabbi Akiva 
evidently does not consider this a special stringency, as the basic 
concept of a nazirite is that all the products of a vine are forbidden 
to him (see Rosh). 
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HALAKHA 


Prohibitions of a nazirite...combine with each other - 
paqya.. P: All the forbidden substances of nazirite- 
ship combine with each other. Consequently, if a nazirite 
combined grapes with raisins, or unripe grapes with 
pressed grapes, and ate an olive-bulk of the mixture, he is 
flogged (Rambam Sefer Haflaa, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:3). 


Even one after the other - m nx ma ow: With regard 
to a nazirite who combined several products of a vine and 
ate them one after the other, he is flogged if all together 
he ate the amount of an olive-bulk. This applies only if he 
ate them within the time required to eat three, or accord- 
ing to one opinion, four, egg-bulks of bread (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:8; Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:3). 


Perek VI 
Daf 38 Amuda 


NOTES 


Who is not of the opinion that the principle of com- 
bination is operative - qv% a mot: Rabbi Shimon 
maintains that measurements with respect to prohibitions 
by Torah law apply only to the obligation of an offering, 
i.e, one must bring an offering if he mistakenly eats that 
amount. However, with regard to the prohibition itself and 
he punishment of lashes, one is liable for any amount. 
Consequently, the phrase: Who is not of the opinion that 
he principle of combination is operative, means that he 
has no need for this halakha, as one is liable even for the 
smallest amount. This leads to the question of what Rabbi 
Shimon derives from the term “soaked.” One answer is that 
he learns the principle that the legal status of the flavor of 
orbidden food is like that of its substance, as he claims that 
his principle cannot be derived from the vessels of gentiles 
hat require purging, since the latter is a novel case (see 37b). 
Alternatively, although Rabbi Shimon said that forbidden 
oods are prohibited in any amount, this applies only when 
hese foods are by themselves, not when they are mixed 
with other substances (Josafot; see Sefat Emet). 


Until he vows naziriteship from all of them — vw ay 
fan: This is the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as discussed ear- 
lier in the Gemara (3b), whereas the Rabbis maintain there 
that he is a full-fledged nazirite even if his vow included 
only one prohibition of naziriteship. 
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The Gemara asks: And how would Rabbi Akiva respond to this 
claim? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Akiva would say that both 
cases teach the principle that a permitted substance combines 
with a forbidden substance, and they are two verses that come 
as one, to teach about the same issue. And the rule is that any two 
verses that come as one do not teach their common aspect to 
apply to other cases. 


§ Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: But consider that which is 
taught in a baraita. The verse “He shall not eat anything that is 
made of the grapevine” (Numbers 6:4) taught with regard to 
prohibitions of a nazirite that these substances combine with 
each other." Ifa nazirite ate only a small amount of each substance, 
which together amount to the measure that determines liability, 
he is liable. According to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, now that 
one says that permitted substances combine with forbidden 
substances, is it necessary to teach that one forbidden substance 
combines with another forbidden substance? According to Rabbi 
Akiva’s opinion, this derivation is apparently unnecessary. 


Rav Kahana said to Rav Ashi that this derivation is necessary 
because the two cases are not identical: Permitted substances 
combine with forbidden substances only when they are eaten 
simultaneously, whereas forbidden substances combine with 
other forbidden substances even when eaten one after the other." 
Therefore, according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, if a nazirite eats 
half an olive-bulk of grape skins and then eats half an olive-bulk of 
grape seeds, he is liable. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, 


who is not of the opinion that the principle of combination is 
operative," as he renders one liable for consumption of forbidden 
substances of any amount (see Makkot 13a), what does he derive 
from the verse “anything that is made of the grapevine” (Numbers 
6:4)? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon could have said to you: 
That verse is necessary to teach that one is never considered a 
nazirite until he vows naziriteship from all of them." Rabbi 
Shimon maintains that if one vows to be a nazirite only with regard 
to one or two of the prohibitions of naziriteship, the vow does not 
take effect at all. 


Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said: With regard to every 
halakha that is in the Torah that involves a quarter-log,® a permit- 
ted substance does not combine with a forbidden substance to 
complete this measure, apart from the quarter-log of a nazirite. 
In the case of a nazirite, permitted liquid combines with wine to 
render him liable, as the Torah stated: “Soaked” (Numbers 6:3). 
The Gemara asks: What difference is there between the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, who stated (35b) that a permitted substance 
does not combine with a forbidden one with regard to any prohibi- 
tion of the Torah apart from that of a nazirite, and that of Rabbi 
Elazar, who apparently says the same thing in different terms? 


Quarter-log [revit] - mya: A unit of liquid measurement, 
reviit literally means a quarter. Unless indicated otherwise, this 
term refers to a quarter-log. The log is a talmudic measure- 
ment of volume equal to six egg-bulks, which is equivalent 
to approximately 346 ml, according to the standard method 
of converting talmudic measurements of Rabbi Hayyim Na'e. 
Consequently, a quarter-log measures approximately 86.5 ml, 


or about one-third of a cup. 


BACKGROUND 


The quarter-log is a standard unit of measurement with 
regard to various halakhic matters. For example, a quarter-log 
is the minimum amount of wine over which kiddush may be 
recited, the minimum amount of wine that a nazirite is pun- 
ished for drinking, and the minimum quantity of certain edible 
liquids for which one is liable for violating the prohibition 
against transferring objects from one domain to another on 
Shabbat. 
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The Gemara answers: There is a difference between them, as 
Rabbi Yohanan amplifies the halakha to include even foods, i.e., 
he renders a nazirite liable for eating an olive-bulk of bread and 
grapes combined, and Rabbi Elazar maintains that with regard 
to liquids, yes," the permitted combines with the forbidden, but 
for other matters, i.e., solids, no, the different foods do not 
combine. 


§ Apropos a quarter-log, the Gemara cites a statement that Rabbi 
Elazar says: There are ten applications of the quarter-log 
measurement in various areas of halakha, and Rav Kahana held 
in his hand the following mnemonic for them: Five are red 
and five are white. The Gemara elaborates: The five red ones of 
wine and blood are listed in the following mnemonic: A nazirite; 
and one who performs the ritual of the Paschal offering; who 
instructed; in the Temple; and they died. 


The Gemara explains this mnemonic: A nazirite, this is referring 
to the quarter-log of wine for which a nazirite™ is liable for drink- 
ing. Who performs the ritual of the Paschal offering, this is as 

Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: It is a mitzva to drink these 

four cups" at the Passover seder and they must each contain the 

amount of a quarter-log. Who instructed, this is referring to the 

following halakha: One who drank a quarter-log of wine may not 

issue rulings" to others in matters of halakha, lest he err. In the 

Temple, this is referring to the halakha that one who drank a 
quarter-log of wine and entered the Temple" is liable to receive 

the death penalty (see Leviticus 10:9). 


And they died, this is as it is taught in a mishna (Oholot 2:10): 
From where is it derived with regard to a quarter-log of blood 
that emerges from two corpses," that it renders people and 
objects ritually impure in a tent, i.e., a house, meaning that one 
who enters that house contracts ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse? As it is stated, with regard to the prohibition against 
ritual impurity for priests: “Neither shall he go in to any dead 
bodies” (Leviticus 21:11). The plural form indicates that the blood 
of two people joins together to form the minimum amount of 
a quarter-log for ritual impurity in a tent. 


HALAKHA 


A quarter-log of wine for a nazirite — vub 1 mw: A nazir- 
ite who drinks a quarter-log of wine or vinegar is flogged 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 


Four cups — midis yar: Each of the four cups of wine on 
Passover must measure a quarter-/og after dilution, which is 
optional (Rema). One must drink all, or at least most, of the cup 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 7:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:9). 


One who drank a quarter-/og of wine may not issue rul- 
ings =- m1 x py ANW: It is prohibited to issue halakhic 
rulings while drunk, whether from wine or any other intoxicat- 
ing substance. Some claim that one is permitted to rule on 
monetary matters; however, most later authorities prohibit this, 
especially if one is judging the case alone. This halakha applies 
if one drank a quarter-log of undiluted wine and did not nap 
afterward. Some authorities are lenient if he drank no more 
than a quarter-log of modern wine (Sma). If one drank a large 
amount of wine he must wait until the effects have worn off 
(Beit Yosef), and according to some authorities (see Shakh), he 
may not issue halakhic rulings until the following day (Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 24213 and Hoshen Mishpat 7:5). 


One drank a quarter-/og of wine and entered the Temple — 
wap 2331)” MYT TW: If a priest who was fit to serve in 

the Temple drankin one sitting a quarter-log of undiluted wine 

that is at least forty days old, he is prohibited from entering the 

area of the altar and beyond. If he did so, his service is invalid 

and he is liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. However, 
if he drank less than a quarter-/og or if he did not drink it all at 

once, or if the wine was diluted to the extent that it contained 

less than a quarter-log of undiluted wine, or if it had been 

squeezed less than forty days prior, he is exempt and his service 

is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:1). 


A quarter-log of blood that emerges from two corpses — 
Dna wn AXYw OF My: A quarter-log of blood from 
two corpses is ritually pure, as the quarter-log must come 
from a single corpse to impart impurity. The halakha is not 
in accordance with the Gemara here, as it rules in accordance 
with Rabbi Akiva, whose ruling is disputed by his colleagues 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:1). 


NOTES 

Liquids, yes, etc. — 3) PX ppw: This differentiation is based 
on the fact that the Torah mentions soaking, which refers 
specifically to liquids (Commentary on Nazir). Some com- 
mentaries suggest that the halakha is more stringent with 
regard to liquids because they become a homogeneous 
mixture, which is not the case with regard to foods (Hiddushei 
Batra). The commentaries disagree with regard to Rabbi 
Elazar’s opinion. Some explain that he agrees with Rabbi 
Akiva (37a) that bread soaked in wine is forbidden. The 
difference between them is that Rabbi Elazar accepts the 
initial version of the mishna, that the prohibited measure- 
ment of wine is a quarter-log (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in 
Shita Mekubbetzet). Conversely, others maintain that Rabbi 
Elazar agrees with the initial version of the mishna in all 
respects. Just as the initial version of the mishna differen- 
iates between the amounts of food and drink, it likewise 
maintains that liquids combine only with each other, not 
with bread, as claimed by Rabbi Akiva (Rabbi Avraham min 
HaHar, citing Commentary on Nazir). It is possible that this 
dispute depends on whether the term “soaked” refers only 
0 liquids mixed together or whether it includes a mixture 
of liquids and solids. 


= 


A quarter-log of wine for a nazirite - wb p? mya: The 
measure for liability for drinking wine is subject to a dispute, 
as Rabbi Akiva says it is an olive-bulk. This is problematic, as 
the Gemara states later that no disputed matters are included 
in this list. Some commentaries suggest that only the five 
white quarter-log halakhot are unanimous, whereas the five 
red ones include cases under dispute (Josafot). Others cite in 
proof the example of a quarter-log of blood from two corpses, 
which is also subject to a dispute (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in 
Shita Mekubbetzet; see Commentary on Nazir). 


bat po NAZIR: PEREK VI:38A 177 


This file may no 


NOTES 


The quarter-/og of oil added to the loaves - mya 
abn yaw: The commentaries discuss this issue at length, 
and ek that it refers to the quarter-log of oil the 
High Priest uses for his special meal-offering that resem- 
bles a wafer [havitin], a measure with regard to which 
here is unanimity among the Sages (Commentary on 
Nazir). However, most commentaries explain that this 
refers to the amount of oil added to the loaves of the 
hanks-offering, and there is even a version of the text in 
which this is explicitly stated (see Commentary on Nazir). 
The half-log of oil for the loaves of the thanks-offering 
is divided into two quarter-/og, one for the loaves and 
wafers and the other for the meal-offering prepared in 
a deep container (see Menahot 89a). 


He does not deal with halakhot subject to a dispute - 
1 XP xb xmas: This excludes halakhot such as 
washing of the hands, concerning which there are 
several opinions. Nevertheless, the example of wash- 
ing hands is problematic, as a quarter-log is the basic 
amount for washing one’s hands before bread, and 
herefore this case should have been included. One 
answer is that as a quarter-log can be used for two 
people, this case does not involve a full quarter-log 
or each individual (Meiri). Alternatively, Rabbi Elazar 
includes only those cases in which a quarter-log is 
enough, whereas it is praiseworthy to add more than 
he minimum amount of water for washing one's hands 
(Haggahot Rav Yosef Hanina Meizlish). Yet others suggest 
hat in this context the term dispute does not mean a 
difference of opinion. Instead, it means: Divided, i.e., 
various measures apply to the amount that suffices for 
washing one's hands (Hazon Ish). 


LANGUAGE 

Vessel [pailei] - tong: From the Greek pıáàn, fialé, and 
the Latin phiala, meaning a vessel used for cooking 
and drinking. The pailei was made from clay, metal, or 
other materials, and was apparently shaped like a shal- 
low pan. This is the Aramaic translation of the Hebrew 
ke‘arot (Exodus 25:29), which are among the vessels of 
the Temple. It is possible that there were larger vessels 
of the same name. 


Greek fialé 
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And the five white cases of oil and water are listed in this mnemonic: 
The loaf of, a nazirite, and a leper, which were disqualified, on 
Shabbat. The Gemara elaborates: The loaf of, this is referring to the 
quarter-log of oil added to the loaves” of a thanks-offering. A 
nazirite, this is referring to the quarter-log of oil for the wafers of 
a nazirite," which were brought with his offering. A leper, this 
is referring to the quarter-log of spring water into which a bird 
is slaughtered for the ritual purification of a leper" (see Leviticus 
14:5). Which were disqualified, this is as we learned in a mishna 
(Me’ila 17b): And all other ritually impure liquids disqualify the 
body to the extent that one who drinks them may not eat teruma, if 
one drank the amount of one quarter-log." 


On Shabbat, this is as we learned in a mishna which lists the mini- 
mum amounts of various liquids for which one is liable for violating 
the halakhot of Shabbat for carrying them from one domain to 
another. At the conclusion of this list, the mishna states (Shabbat 
76b): And the measure that creates liability for carrying all other 
liquids, those not specified in the list, is a quarter-log," and the 
measure for carrying all waste water is likewise a quarter-log. This 
completes the list of ten halakhot that feature the quarter-log. 


The Gemara asks: And are there no more than ten? But there is 
also the following mishna (Yadayim 1:1): With a quarter-log of water 
one can wash the hands" of one person before eating bread, and 
this amount can be used even for two people, if they do so in the 
correct manner. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar, who listed ten 
cases, does not deal with halakhot that are subject to a dispute," 
and some Sages disagree with the ruling that two people can wash 
their hands with a single quarter-log. 


The Gemara further asks: But there is this halakha concerning a sota 
(Sota 1sb): The priest who dealt with a sota would bring an earthen- 
ware vessel [ pailei]"' and place in it a half-log of water from the 
basin in the Temple, and Rabbi Yehuda says it was a quarter-log. 
This is another case involving a quarter-log. The Gemara answers 
as before, that Rabbi Elazar does not deal with halakhot that are 
subject to a dispute, and this quarter-log applies only according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


A quarter-log of oil added to the loaves - abn yaw mya: Each 
of the High Priest's loaves of his special meal- pee resembling 
a wafer must contain a quarter-log of oil, which is measured in 
the measuring vessel of a quarter-/og in the Temple. The loaves 
are first baked with a small amount of oil, before they are fried in 
he oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


a pan with the remainder of 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:3). 


The loaves brought with a thanks-offering are half of leavened 
h the matzot divided into three cat- 
flour mixed with water and oil. It is 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that a half-/og of oil is 
matza, half of which, i.e., a quarter- 
h water and oil, while the other half 
is for the loaves and wafers (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 


bread and half of matza, wi 
egories: Loaves, wafers, and 


used for the various types o 
log, is for the flour mixed wi 


HaKorbanot 9:17-21). 


HALAKHA 


amount is by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 11:1). 


Disqualify the body, of a quarter-log — mwa myI nyg pois: 
One who drinks ritually impure liquids is rendered impure only 
if he consumed a quarter-/og. All liquids combine to constitute 
this amount (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 
8:11 and Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:3). 


All other liquids, is a quarter-log — nw» ppwan bs XV: A 
quarter-log is the measure that creates liability for carrying on 
Shabbat any liquids for which no other amount is specified. This is 
also the measure for all waste water that is poured away (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


With a quarter-log one can wash the hands, etc. - povir mya 
3) oy): One must wash his hands in at least a quarter-log of 


A quarter-/og of oil for a nazirite - v yaw mya: This refers to 
the loaves of a nazirite: Ten loaves are matza, and ten are matza 
wafers. The quarter-log of oil added to them is derived from a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:23 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
8:1). 


A quarter-log of water for a leper — yvr Doma mwa: The 
purification ritual of a leper includes a new earthenware vessel 
into which the priest places a quarter-log of spring water that 
is fit to be used for the red heifer. The requirement to use this 


water. However, if two people washed together or successively, 
one quarter-/og suffices for both of them, provided that there is 
no pause in the flow of the water (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 11:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 160713). 


He would bring a...vessel, etc. - 131 top wI mt: A com- 
pletely new earthenware vessel must be used for the ritual of 
the sota, and it must even have the appearance of a new vessel. 
This vessel is filled with half a log of water from the basin in the 
Temple, contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:9). 
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The Gemara continues to ask. But there is the following halakha: 
How much water must one place in a vessel" that contains urine, 
before he can pray nearby? Any quantity is sufficient. Rabbi 
Zakkai said: A quarter-log. The Gemara again answers that Rabbi 
Elazar does not deal with halakhot that are subject to a dispute. 
The Gemara suggests another example: But there is the case of a 
ritual bath," as it is taught that one may immerse extremely small 
vessels in a quarter-log of rainwater in the ground. The Gemara 
answers: His list excludes that case, as the Sages annulled that 
halakha" by ruling that one must use a standard ritual bath of 
forty sea even for extremely small vessels. 


§ The mishna taught: And he is liable to receive lashes only if he 
eats an olive-bulk of the grapes. The mishna continues by noting 
that with regard to drinking, the first tanna holds that a nazirite is 
liable for a quarter-log, whereas Rabbi Akiva maintains that the 
amount of an olive-bulk applies to liquids as well. The Gemara 
explains this dispute: The first tanna does not liken" all the other 
prohibitions ofa nazirite to the prohibition of drinking wine, and 
therefore the measurements for eating and drinking are the same 
as for prohibitions in other contexts: An olive-bulk of food and a 
quarter-log of drink. And Rabbi Akiva maintains that since it is 
written: “Nor eat fresh grapes" or dried” (Numbers 6:3), this 
verse teaches that just as eating is measured by the amount of an 
olive-bulk, so too, all the prohibitions ofa nazirite are measured 
by an olive-bulk. 


§ The mishna further taught: And he is liable for consuming wine 
by itself, and for grapes by themselves, and for grape seeds by 
themselves, and for grape skins by themselves. The Sages taught: 
The verse: “Nor eat fresh grapes or dried” (Numbers 6:3), serves 
to render him liable for this by itself’ and for that by itself, i.e., 
that he need not consume all of the grape products listed in the 
verses. From here you derive the halakha with regard to all prohi- 
bitions of the Torah: Just as here there is one type of food, grapes, 
which are called by two names, fresh or dried, and he is liable for 
this by itself and for that by itself, so too, in all cases where there 
is one type and they are called by two names," one is liable for 
this by itself and for that by itself. 


The Gemara adds that in the case of a nazirite this principle serves 
to include new wine, i.e., grape juice, and grapes." Although these 
are apparently a single type, as the juice, before fermenting, is 
merely grapes in liquid form, nevertheless one is liable for grape 
juice and grapes separately, as they have different names. 


HALAKHA 


All cases where there is one type and they are called by two 
names — NiD IW 7) IMs pa KINW bs: A nazirite who drinks 
a quarter-log of wine and a quarter- log of vinegar is flogged 
only once. Some authorities (Ra'avad; see Migdal Oz) dispute 
this ruling (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:9 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


New wine and grapes - a») XTN KAN: If a nazirite ate 
an olive-bulk of grapes and drank a quarter-log of wine or 
grape juice, he is liable for a separate set of lashes for each. 
This includes a case where one squeezed a cluster of grapes 
and drank a quarter-log of the juice (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:8). 


HALAKHA 

How much water must one place in it- mainh i oa maa: 
Although it is prohibited to recite Shema in the presence of 
urine, if one places a quarter-log of water in a vessel that 
contains one discharge of urine he may recite Shema, pro- 
vided that the vessel does not emit a foul odor. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zakkai (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 87:1). 


But there is a ritual bath - mpa x28: If three log of drawn 
water fall into a ritual bath that lacks the requisite forty se‘a, 
all its water is invalidated. However, it is not invalidated by a 
quarter-log of drawn water, in accordance with the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 201:15). 


Excludes that, as the Sages annulled it - ment oT Ta 
1227: Although it is permitted by Torah law to immerse vessels 
in a ritual bath that contains a quarter-/og of water, the Sages 
annulled this practice, and insisted that one must use a ritual 
bath of forty sea for all purification. However, if in the side of 
the ritual bath there is a hole with a capacity of a quarter-/og, 
one may immerse any vessels there that are entirely covered 
by the water it contains (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 120, 
201:57 and Shakh there). 


NOTES 


The first tanna does not liken - "3713 xb trap xan: There are 
two basic opinions with regard to the inital version of the 
mishna. According to one opinion, the dispute is between 
Rabbi Akiva and the first ruling, i.e., the first tanna mentioned 
here, and concerns only the amount of wine for which a 
nazirite is liable. The first tanna maintains that he is liable for a 
quarter-/og, whereas Rabbi Akiva rules that it is an olive-bulk. 
According to the other opinion, their dispute refers to all the 
prohibitions of a nazirite: The first tanna maintains that the 
measurement for both drinking and eating is a quarter-log, 
whereas Rabbi Akiva contends that the relevant amount in 
all cases is an olive-bulk. The standard text of the Gemara 
follows the first interpretation, that the first tanna does not 
compare all the prohibitions of a nazirite to drinking. Rather, 
the amount for drinking is a quarter-log while that for eating 
is an olive-bulk (Tosafot). Others have a different version 
of the Gemara, which follows the second opinion: The first 
tanna compares all the prohibitions of a nazirite to drinking 
in general. In other words, the nazirite’s prohibitions with 
regard to eating are also measured by a quarter-log, which 
is the measure for prohibitions involving drinking in other 
areas of halakha (Rosh). 


Nor eat...grapes — box’ Kb. D03391: Just as one is liable for 
eating grapes by the amount of an olive-bulk, he is likewise 
liable for consuming the same amount when the grapes are 
in a different state, namely a liquid (Commentary on Nazir). 
Others explain that this derivation is based on the term “nor,” 
which connects the adjacent prohibitions: Just as grapes are 
orbidden by an olive-bulk, so too, the previously stated pro- 
hibition, i.e., anything soaked in grapes, also applies by the 
same amount (Tosafot). Some versions of the text cite a differ- 
ent verse: “Anything that is made from the grapevine, from 
he skins to the seeds, he may not eat” (Numbers 6:4). Since 
his verse refers to “anything that is made from the grapevine,’ 
including wine, an employs the phrase “he may not eat,’ this 
indicates that the amount for liability with regard to wine is 
he same as with regard to grapes (Meiri; see Sifrei). 


To render him liable for this by itself, etc. — 352 mw anh 
"131 fraxy: The verse could simply have stated: Nor eat grapes. 
Since it states: “Nor eat fresh grapes or dried,’ this teaches that 
one who eats two types is liable to two sets of lashes, as they 
are considered separate prohibitions. 
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He is flogged only once - nnx xx mp ix: Two 
explanations of Rava's opinion are suggested (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). According to one opinion, even a 
nazirite who ate seeds and skins together is flogged only 
once, as Rava maintains that all the details specified by 
the Torah with regard to a nazirite merely teach what 
is included in his prohibition. They are not considered 
distinct prohibitions. It is difficult to explain the mishna 
according to this opinion, which is rejected by many 
commentaries. The other interpretation, accepted by 
most authorities, is that he is flogged only once if he 
ate a grape seed or skin, because he is not flogged for 
he prohibition against “anything that is made of the 
grapevine” 


He omitted the case of in between — 0»a7 p37 WW: 
There are various opinions with regard to the meaning 
of: In between, in this context (see 35a). Some explain 
hat it means the substance of the grape itself, whereas 
others claim that it refers to small grapes that sprout 
between the larger ones (Rabbeinu Tam). 
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HALAKHA 


§ Abaye says: A nazirite who ate a grape seed is flogged twice, 
i.e. two sets of thirty-nine lashes, one set for the specific prohibi- 
tion stated with regard to grape seeds, and the other for the general 
prohibition “anything that is made of the grapevine” (Numbers 
6:4). Likewise, if he ate a grape skin he is flogged twice. Ifhe ate 
a grape seed and a grape skin he is flogged three times, for the 
seed, for the skin, and for the prohibition “anything that is made 
of the grapevine.” Rava says: He is flogged only once™ if he ate 
aseed ora skin. He is not flogged for “anything that is made of the 
grapevine,’ because one is not flogged for violating a general 
prohibition." One is not liable to receive lashes for violation of a 
single prohibition that includes many items or cases. 


Rav Pappa raised an objection to Abaye’s statement. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: A nazirite who was drinking wine" all day is liable 
to receive only one set of lashes. If two witnesses said to him in 
warning: Do not drink, do not drink, and he continued drinking, 
he is liable for each and every one of the warnings that was fol- 
lowed by an act of drinking. If he ate grapes and raisins, grape 
seeds and grape skins, and squeezed a cluster of grapes and 
drank the juice, he is flogged five times. The difficulty for Abaye 
is as follows: If so, that Abaye’s opinion is accepted, let him be 
flogged six times, to include one more for transgressing the verse 


“anything that is made of the grapevine” (Numbers 6:4). 


Abaye responded: Rabbi Eliezer taught certain prohibitions and 

omitted others. He did not include all the prohibitions for which 

one is liable to be flogged. The Gemara asks: What else did he 

omit that he omitted this? He would not have listed all relevant 

prohibitions less one. The Gemara answers: He also omitted 

the additional prohibition of “He shall not profane his word” 
(Numbers 30:3),"as the nazirite profaned his word by violating 

his vow of naziriteship. 


The Gemara retorts: If it is due to that verse, this is not an omis- 
sion, as when Rabbi Eliezer teaches and lists the lashes which a 
nazirite is liable to receive, he includes only matters that are not 
found elsewhere, i.e., he mentions only prohibitions that apply 
exclusively to a nazirite. The prohibition “He shall not profane 
his word” is relevant to vows in general, and therefore he omitted 
it. Consequently, Rabbi Eliezer should have mentioned the pro- 
hibition “anything that is made of the grapevine,” and the fact that 
he did not do so presents a difficulty for the opinion of Abaye. 


Ravina from Parzakya said to Rav Ashi: But he omitted the case 

of in between." Rabbi Eliezer could have added that a nazirite is 

liable not only for the seed and skin of a grape but also for the 

substances in between them, as the verse: “From pits to grape skin” 
(Numbers 6:4), comes to include all that is in between the two 

(see 34b). Rather, Rav Pappa said: Actually, Rabbi Eliezer did 

not teach anything about five sets of lashes, but merely stated that 
he is flogged for all those actions, without enumerating the precise 

number. Therefore, this source does not present a difficulty for 
Abaye. The Gemara asks: But 


He is flogged only once - nnx xx ap ix: A nazirite who 
ate an olive-bulk of grape seeds or skins is flogged twice, once 
for the seed or skin and once for violating “he shall not pro- 
fane his word” (Numbers 30:3). However, he is not flogged for 
violating “anything that is made of the grapevine,’ as that is a 
prohibition stated in general terms. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rava, as is usual in his disputes with 
Abaye, especially as here Rav Pappa and others agree with this 
ruling (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:8 and Ra’avad 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


One is not flogged for a general prohibition - wx api ix 
mibbaay: One who violates a prohibition stated in general 
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terms is not flogged. A prohibition stated in general terms refers 

toa single prohibition which applies to various areas of halakha, 
e.g. as it is stated in the verse: “You shall not eat with the blood” 
(Leviticus 19:26; see Sanhedrin 63a). Likewise, if the Torah states 

prohibitions by the formula: You shall not do this action and that 
action, without stating a separate prohibition for each of them, 
these are also prohibitions stated in general terms (Rambam 

Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 18:2). 


Anazirite who was drinking wine, etc. — 131} mnit mmg m3: 
If a nazirite drank wine for an entire day and was warned only 
once, he is flogged once, although he is liable to be punished 
by Heaven for each quarter-log he consumes. However, if he 


was warned for each quarter-log and he drank regardless, he 
is flogged for every quarter-log (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 5:10). 


He omitted, he shall not profane his word — bm x yyw 
i127: With regard to a nazirite who transgressed more than 
one prohibition of naziriteship at one time, e.g., by eating an 
olive-bulk of grapes and drinking a quarter-log of wine or con- 
tracting ritual impurity from a corpse, he is flogged for each 
separate transgression. In addition, he is flogged for violating 
the prohibition “he shall not profane his word” (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:8). 
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Rav Pappa himself raised his objection to Abaye’s opinion based 
on the premise that the tanna taught five sets of lashes, and since 
in the baraita it is not taught five sets of lashes, what is the reason 
that Rav Pappa raised his objection to Abaye’s opinion? Rav Pappa 
said: I held" that it is not a tradition in Abaye’s hand that a nazirite 
is also flogged for “anything that is made of the grapevine,” but 
merely his own opinion, and therefore I assumed that were I to cite 
a baraita that explicitly contradicts his opinion he would retract 
his opinion. Consequently, I myself changed the wording of the 
baraita to see how Abaye would respond. But I did not know that 
this halakha is a tradition in Abaye’s hand and that therefore he 
did not retract his opinion. 


§ The mishna taught: Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: He is liable 
only if he eats at least two hartzannim and one zag that together 
form the volume of an olive-bulk. The mishna then cites two 
opinions as to whether hartzan is a grape seed and zag is the skin, 
or the reverse. Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion 
do we translate the verse “from hartzannim to zag” (Numbers 
6:4) as: From the seeds [purtzanin]' to the skins [itzurin]?! 
He explains: This translation is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei. 


MI S H N A A naziriteship of unspecified length" lasts 


for thirty days. If a nazirite shaved his 
hair during that period, or if he was shaved by bandits [listim]"* 
against his will, this negates thirty" days of his naziriteship, which 
he must count afresh. With regard to a nazirite who shaved" 
his hair, whether he did so with scissors or with a razor, or if 
he pulled out [sifsef]' any amount," he is liable. 


GEMARA“’ dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


Does this hair that grows on the body 
grow from the bottom or from the top? Which part of the hair is 
new? The Gemara explains: What is the difference between these 
possibilities? The Gemara answers: It is relevant for the case of a 
nazirite who was shaved by bandits or shaved himself, but his 
head was not entirely shaved. Rather, they left part of it, so that 
the hair is long enough to bend its end" to its root. 


The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: If you say 
that hair grows from the bottom, he has removed the hair of the 
naziriteship,’ which is the hair he vowed not to shave, and there- 
fore he must add extra days to his term of naziriteship to allow for 
its proper growth. But if you say that it grows from the top, that 
hair which he sanctified still exists in part. Consequently, he may 
conclude his naziriteship and perform the mitzva of shaving. 


Anaziriteship of unspecified length — mij onp: If one vowed 
to observe a term of naziriteship without mentioning a time 
period, or if one specified a period of less than thirty days, he is 
a nazirite for thirty days (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 


31). 


If he shaved or if he was shaved by bandits — maw ix riya 
pep: If a nazirite shaved most of his hair, or if he was shaved 
by others against his will, he negates thirty days of his term 
to allow for his hair to grow again and afterward starts count- 
ing the remainder of his term. For example, if one vowed to 
observe naziriteship for one hundred days, and shaved off most 
of his hair after twenty days, he waits thirty days for his hair to 
grow, at which point he counts the remaining eighty days of his 


HALAKHA 
naziriteship (Rambam). However, most early commentaries hold 
differently, that in this case he does not lose any of the days he 
counted, as he had at least thirty days left. He loses days only if 
he had fewer than thirty days of naziriteship left. Either way, he 
must observe all the halakhot of naziriteship during any extra 
days, including the prohibitions of wine and ritual impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:1-2). 


A nazirite who shaved, etc. - 151 naw a: A nazirite who 
removes even a single hair is flogged. This applies only if he 
cuts it so short that not enough remains for the end of the hair 
to bend back and touch its root. It does not matter whether he 
removed the hair with a razor, with scissors, or with his hand 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:11). 


NOTES 


| held — 13 KaKx: Some commentaries maintain that Rav 
Pappa’s version of the baraita did not state: Five sets of 
lashes. Rather, Rav Pappa deliberately inserted this number 
himself to see whether Abaye's opinion was based on logic 
alone, in which case he would retract it, or if he had a tradi- 
tion to that effect, which would lead him to seek another 
interpretation of the baraita (Tosafot). Alternatively, Rav 
Pappa himself was under the impression that the correct 
wording of the baraita included the phrase: Five sets of 
lashes. Upon hearing Abaye’s answer, he reexamined the 
matter and discovered that the baraita can in fact be read 
and explained differently (Meiri). 


This negates thirty - mw anid: A nazirite’s hair must be 
left to grow for thirty days in order to fulfill the requirement 
stated in the verse: “He shall let the locks of the hair of 
his head grow long” (Numbers 6:5), meaning that his hair 
must be long enough for the nazirite to fulfill the mitzva of 
shaving at the end of his term (Shita Mekubbetzet). Many 
early commentaries point out that this does not mean that 
thirty days are always negated, as this full period is required 
only if he was shaved on the last day of his term. Rather, he 
negates as many days as necessary for him to have thirty 
days’ hair growth (Rabbeinu Peretz; see Rosh). For example, 
if he vowed to be a nazirite for sixty days and he was shaved 
after thirty, he does not lose anything, as his hair will grow 
enough in the remaining thirty days. 


If he pulled out [sifsef] any amount - ximw ba qpa: Most 
commentaries explain that this means pulling out even a 
single hair by its roots. Others maintain that this means that 
he removed the tips of his hair, as the term sifsefis derived 
from sof, meaning end (Commentary on Nazir; Arukh; Rabbi 
Avraham min HaHar). This interpretation emphasizes that 
he is liable if he deliberately removes any hair, even if he 
does not entirely uproot it. 


Enough to bend its end, etc. — 15) Wx aay 13: The 
Gemara clarifies that the growth time to yield enough 
to bend the end of a hair to its root is seven days. This is 
substantial and significant hair growth, as explained on 
the next amud. 


He has removed the naziriteship — mpv KIMI: In that 
case, he must grow his hair for thirty days. The early com- 
mentaries question this statement in light of the Gemara’s 
ruling later that he loses thirty days only if he shaves most 
of his hair in a manner similar to shaving with a razor. One 
answer is that this refers to a nazirite who shaved his entire 
head, not only most of it, in which case he negates thirty 
days of his term, even if he did not shave in a manner similar 
to shaving with a razor (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


LANGUAGE 


Seeds [purtzanin] - pasa: Ancient Aramaic for a pit of a 
fruit, the seed of a plant. 


Peels [itzurin] - pixy: Aramaic for grape skins, the part 
that remains after the squeezing, atzira, of the grapes. 


Bandits [listim] - oh: From the Greek Ayotrg, léstés, 
meaning robber or bandit. Listim is a shortened form of 
listesim. 


Pulled out [sifsef] - yp5*p: A doubled root construction 
from sof, meaning end. According to some commentaries, 
the nazirite removed the hair from its root. According to 
those who claim that this means he cut the hair somewhat, 
it might be derived from safaf, meaning burned or singed 
in Aramaic. This hairstyle was practiced in earlier times. 
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LANGUAGE 


Louse [inba] - *a»x: Apparently from the Semitic root 


nabu, meaning lice or fleas, a root that is also used in Ara- 


maic and Assyrian, or from the Syriac nava, meaning lice or 
lice eggs. This word can also refer to lice eggs. 


Long hair [belorit] - mha: Many explanations have been 
suggested for the source of this term, mostly from Latin 
or Greek, yet none is entirely convincing. This hairstyle 
involved letting the hair on the sides and back of the head 
grow while tying and braiding them in different ways. The 
hair was later shaved in an idolatrous ritual. 


Greek drawing of a man with long hair 


NOTES 
As the wool becomes loose underneath, and it was 
taught - x3) Faia taij) Yay 1977: The wool that has been 
dyed hardens, while the wool underneath it is noticeably 
looser. Additionally, the dyed part remains at the end, rather 
than close to the sheep's body. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution to this dilemma 
from an examination of this live louse [inba], which is always 
found in the root of the hair. And if it should enter your mind 
that hair grows from the bottom, the louse should be situated 
on the end of the hair, as it would be pushed up with the hair’s 
growth. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Actually, one could 
say that hair grows from the bottom, and because it is alive 
the louse continuously descends, as it is always crawling toward 
the scalp from where it draws its nourishment. 


The Gemara suggests another proof: Come and hear from the fact 
that a dead louse is invariably found on the end of the hair. And 
if it should enter your mind that hair grows from on top, it 
should be situated on the root of the hair. The Gemara rejects 
this: There too, one could say that because it has no strength 
it is caught where it was when it died and goes up with the 
growing hair. 


The Gemara proposes a different proof: Come and hear from 
an examination of the long hair [belorit]' of gentiles, which 
is grown for idolatrous purposes, by braiding the ends of the 
hair. As, after they braid it, it becomes loose underneath, which 
suggests that hair grows from below. The Gemara rejects this: 
There too, since it crumples from the effect of the person who 
lies upon it, it becomes loose underneath. 


The Gemara offers an additional suggestion: Come and hear from 
the dye used on sheep, as the dyed wool becomes loose under- 
neath. This shows that hair grows from the bottom. The Gemara 
adds: And this case of dyeing sheep is not merely anecdotal, as 
it was taught" with regard to the halakhot of animal tithe. And 
furthermore, when old men dye their beards, we see that the 
beards turn white 


at the roots of their hair. You can learn from it that hair grows 
from the bottom, as the new hair is not dyed. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from it that it is so. 


The Gemara asks: But what about this halakha that is taught in 
a baraita: With regard to a nazirite who was shaved by bandits, 
and they left him with enough hair to bend" its end to its root, 
this does not negate the days of his naziriteship. And if it should 
enter your mind that hair grows from the bottom, let it negate 
the days of his naziriteship in that case as well, as the remaining 
hair grew only after his acceptance of naziriteship. The Gemara 
answers: This is referring to a case where they shaved him after 
the completion of his naziriteship but before he sacrificed his 
offerings, and whose opinion is expressed in this baraita? It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says: With regard to any nazirite 
who became ritually impure after the completion of his term, 
this negates only seven days. 


They left him enough to bend, etc. - 151 aia YD iame: A 
nazirite who shaved his hair is liable to receive lashes only if he 
shaves in a manner similar to shaving with a razor, by uprooting 
the hair. If he left enough hair to bend the end to the root he is 
not flogged, as that is not the manner of shaving with a razor. 
With regard to negating his naziriteship, most of his hair must be 
shaved by himself or others for this penalty to go into effect. The 


HALAKHA 


Meiri notes that although the Gemara establishes the baraita in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and the halakha 
follows the opinion of the Rabbis, this determination is meant as 
a rejection of the ruling of the baraita, as explained later. It makes 
no difference whether or not the hair he cut was the hair he had 
at the time of the vow (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:11 
and Lehem Mishna there). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer? The Gemara 
answers: He derives the halakha of the shaving of ritual purity at the 
end of his term of naziriteship (see Numbers 6:18) from the shaving of 
impurity (see Numbers 6:9):" Just as with the shaving of impurity, if 
he became impure on the day of the completion of his term he must wait 
seven days, at which point he is purified from the impurity imparted 
by a corpse and shaves his hair, so too with the shaving of purity; if he 
was shaved before he brought his offerings, he negates only seven days. 


And the Sages, including Rabbi Eliezer, have an accepted tradition 
that every seven days hair grows enough to bend its end to its root. 
Consequently, if this amount of hair remained after he was shaved on 
the day of the completion of his naziriteship, he does not forfeit any 
days and need not wait any longer. 


§ The mishna taught: With regard to a nazirite who shaved his hair, 
whether he did so with scissors or with a razor, or ifhe pulled out any 
amount, he is liable. The Sages taught: The Torah states with regard to 
a nazirite: “A razor shall not come upon his head” (Numbers 6:5). Ihave 
derived only a razor; from where do I derive that he is liable ifhe tore 
out, uprooted," or pulled out any amount" of his hair? The verse states: 
“He shall be holy," he shall let the locks of the hair of his head grow 
long” (Numbers 6:5). This is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. 


Rabbi Yonatan says a different interpretation: From “razor” I have 
derived only a razor, whereas if he tore out, uprooted, or pulled out 
any amount of his hair, he is exempt. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it 
written: “He shall be holy”? The Gemara answers: That is to say that 
if he shaved his hair with a razor he stands liable for violating both a 
positive mitzva and a prohibition." By shaving with a razor he also 
transgresses the positive mitzva of: “He shall be holy, he shall let the 
locks of the hair of his head grow long” (Numbers 6:5). 


It is taught in another baraita: From “razor” I have derived only a razor; 
from where do I derive that he is also liable if he tore out, uprooted, or 
pulled out any amount of it? The verse states: “A razor shall not come 
upon his head” (Numbers 6:5), indicating that he may not remove his 
hair in any manner. The baraita asks: And since we eventually include 
everything that removes hair, what is the meaning when the verse 
states: “A razor shall not come upon his head”? Why does the verse 
mention a razor, when other implements are equally forbidden? 


The baraita answers: It is because we have not learned that the last 
shaving, i.e., the nazirite’s shaving of ritual purity, must be performed 
specifically with a razor, as the verse merely states: “He shall shave his 
head” (Numbers 6:18), without specifying an implement. It is impos- 
sible to learn this requirement from the halakha that a leper must use 
a razor (see Leviticus 14:9), 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

Tore out, uprooted, etc. - 15) VY won: If 
a nazirite tore out his hair from its roots in 
any manner, he is flogged. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya, 
as indicated by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:11 and Kesef Mishne 
there). 


He derives the shaving of ritual purity from the shaving 
of impurity — agaw nnbana maw anha apy: This refers to 
ritual impurity after the completion of his term of naziriteship. 
Since he has concluded his naziriteship at this stage, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and he had hair at the decisive 
point in time, he need not wait by Torah law. However, the 
Sages decreed that he must wait another seven days, like a 
regular shaving of impurity, despite the fact that the two cases 
are not exactly the same (Josafot). Some commentaries simply 
say that one derives from the halakha of regular shaving of 
ritual impurity that seven days is the time needed for basic hair 
rowth, enough to bend the end of a hair to its root (Rabbeinu 
eretz). Others explain that according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer a nazirite who became ritually impure on the very day 
of the completion of his term must add another seven days 
after he has been purified and shaved. In this case the halakha 
o 
o 


g 
P 
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the shaving of impurity is exactly the same as the shaving 
f purity (Keren Ora). 


Tore out, uprooted, pulled out any amount - pYA won 
1p: The commentaries dispute the precise meaning of these 


erms. Some explain that: Tore out, means that he cut the hair 
near its root but did not uproot it entirely, whereas: Uprooted, 
means that he yanked it out from its roots. As for: Pulled out, 
his refers to the removal of the upper ends of the hair alone 
(Commentary on Nazir). Others assert that: Tore out, means tha 
he tore out one whole hair manually, while: Uprooted, indicates 
he use of a medicament for the same purpose, and: Pulled out, 
means that he removed some of the hair from his head while 
leaving other hairs (Arukh). Alternatively, the term: Pulled out, 
refers to the removal of hair by rubbing (Rosh). 


The verse states, he shall be holy — my witp anid Taa: 
This verse indicates that a nazirite who removes the hair of 
his head, even without the use of a razor, violates a positive 
mitzva, as the Torah commanded a nazirite to grow the locks 
of his head (Tosafot). 


He stands liable for violating a positive mitzva and a prohibi- 
tion - WYA x mya why Dx: According to this opinion, 
“he shall let the locks of the hair of his head grow long" is not a 
separate mitzva, but a positive mitzva that complements the 


prohibition of “a razor shall not come upon his head” Only a 
nazirite who uses a razor violates both the positive mitzva and 
he prohibition. This is a prohibition that stems from a positive 
mitzva, i.e., a mitzva formulated as a positive command but 
which is fulfilled by abstaining from action. A prohibition of this 
ind is classified as a positive mitzva, for which one is not liable 
o receive lashes (Commentary on Nazir). 

The early commentaries note that the mishna, which rules 
hat a nazirite who cuts his hair with scissors or pulls it out is 
iable to receive lashes, represents a third opinion that differs 
rom the opinions of both of these tanna’im. According to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya, one is not flogged in these cases, 
although he does violate a positive mitzva, whereas Rabbi 
Yonatan maintains that he does not transgress even a positive 
mitzva. Others say that all the tanna‘im agree that a nazirite 
who removes all his hair in any manner is liable, and these 
commentaries explain the mishna accordingly. The dispute is 
whether or not one who leaves some of his hair has violated the 
prohibition (Tosafot). According to this opinion, the tanna'im 
do not disagree either with the mishna or with the following 
baraita (Rabbeinu Peretz, citing Ri). 
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HALAKHA 
With regard to flogging, for one hair - nnxa mph: A 
nazirite who shaved a single hair off his head during his 
term of naziriteship is liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:11). 


With regard to invalidation, to remove two hairs — 23} 
mnwa: A nazirite who shaved his head but left two hairs on 
his head has not fulfilled the obligation of shaving, and it is 
as though he has not done anything. This halakha applies 
to the shaving of both a ritually pure nazirite, who shaves 
at the end of his term of naziriteship, and an impure one, 
who shaves during his term (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:6). 


Negates it only if he shaved most of his head - nip i»x 
ju ana xox: lf anazirite shaved his head, but left most of 
the hair of his head intact, this does not negate his nazirite- 
ship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:1). 


184. 
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as one does not derive a halakha in a lenient case from the halakha 
in a more stringent one in a manner that would cause one to be 
stringent in the more lenient case. Since the case ofa leper is more 
stringent than that ofa nazirite, as a leper must shave his entire body, 
one cannot derive from the halakhot of a leper that a stringent 
halakha applies to a nazirite. It is therefore necessary for the verse 
to specify that a nazirite’s final shaving must be performed with 
a razor. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the term “razor” itself is not neces- 
sary to teach that a nazirite’s final shaving must be performed with 
a razor, as the verse states: “A razor shall not come upon his head 
until the completion of the days that he vowed naziriteship to God” 
(Numbers 6:5). This full sentence indicates that the Torah said: 
After the completion of his term the shaving must be performed 
only with a razor. 


The Gemara comments: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi claims that the term 

“razor” indicates that shaving, in this case that of a nazirite after the 
completion of his term, may be performed only with a razor. If so, 
the verse should be understood in the same manner with regard to 
the prohibition of shaving. But if one examines the first part of the 
verse by itself, isn’t it written: “A razor" shall not come upon his 
head” (Numbers 6:5), and the first tanna, whose opinion Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi does not dispute, derives from this verse that he is 
prohibited from shaving by other means as well, notwithstanding 
the explicit mention of a razor. 


The Gemara explains that the phrase “shall not come upon his head” 
teaches that a nazirite may not remove his hair in any manner. As 
for the mention of razor in this context, it serves to teach that he 
will violate two prohibitions for this action of using a razor, one 
for removing his hair and one for doing so with a razor. 


§ Concerning a nazirite who shaves his hair, Rav Hisda says: With 
regard to flogging, a nazirite who shaved his hair is flogged for 
shaving even one hair;" with regard to invalidation, i.e., the ritual 
shaving of his hair at the end of his naziriteship, the shaving is 
invalidated if he failed to remove two hairs;" and as for negating 
his naziriteship, shaving during his term negates it only ifhe shaved 
most of his head." And this applies only if he removed his hair with 
a razor.’ 


NOTES 
for any implement that removes hair (Josafot). Alternatively, 


But isn’t it written “a razor,” etc. — ^3) WA 2m3: The com- 
mentaries debate the meaning of this difficulty. Some explain 
that the question refers to the opinion of the first tanna: How 
can he claim that the term “razor” refers only to the mitzva of 
shaving, when the verse is explicitly dealing with the prohibi- 
tion against shaving (Commentary on Nazir, first explanation). 
Others assert that this difficulty applies to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi as well: How can the basic meaning of the verse 
be ignored, when it apparently prohibits a nazirite from shaving 
with a razor during his term (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, citing 
Commentary on Nazir)? 

One possibility is that the Gemara is suggesting an alterna- 
tive explanation: Perhaps the two types of shaving are not the 
same, as a nazirite is liable before the completion of his term 
only if he shaved with a razor, but after its completion he can 
cut his hair with any implement (Commentary on Nazir, second 
explanation). Yet others explain: Since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
does not require the term “razor” for the mitzva of shaving, the 
verse must be teaching that a nazirite is liable during his term 
only if he uses a razor. This however, is not possible, as Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi does not dispute the ruling of the first tanna 
that the phrase “shall not come upon” teaches that he is liable 


the difficulty against the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is as 
follows: If the halakhot of the shaving of purity are derived from 
this verse, why is the term “razor” not stated in that context? The 
verse should have simply stated: He shall not have a razor come 
upon his head until the completion, which would have clarified 
the meaning (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Most of his head, and with a razor - W03 wx aia: Some 
commentaries maintain that the phrase: And with a razor, refers 
exclusively to the first halakha, i.e., he is flogged only if he used 
a razor. As for negating his naziriteship, the nazirite negates 
thirty days even if he cut his hair with other implements, pro- 
vided that not enough hair remains to bend the end to the 
root (Tosafot; see 39b). Others claim that the phrase: And with 
a razor, refers to all the halakhot (Rosh). This dispute depends, 
among other factors, on the precise text of the baraita cited 
below. Some commentaries read, based on the Josefta (4:3): He 
is liable if he uprooted or pulled out any amount, from which 
it may be inferred that the phrase: And with a razor, does not 
refer to all the earlier halakhot but only to negating days of his 
naziriteship. 
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The Gemara asks: This indicates that according to the opinion of 
Rav Hisda, a nazirite who shaved with a razor, yes, he negates 
thirty days, whereas if he did so with anything else, no, he does 
not negate days. But isn’t it taught: From where is it derived 
to include all implements that remove hair, i.e., that a nazirite 
is liable if he uses any of them? The verse states: “Shall not 
come upon his head,” meaning in any manner. This indicates 
that a nazirite must add days to his term of naziriteship even if 
he shaved with an implement other than a razor. Rather, say 
that Rav Hisda meant: In the manner of a razor." That is, the 
nazirite negates his naziriteship only if he removes his hair as 
one does with a razor, without leaving any part of it. 


This opinion is also taught in a baraita ( Tosefta 4:3): With regard 
to a nazirite who tore out, uprooted, or pulled out any amount 
of hair, this negates days of his naziriteship only if he shaved 
most of his head, and only ifhe did so in the manner ofa razor. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: 
Just as leaving two hairs invalidates his shaving of ritual purity 
at the end of his term, and the act is considered incomplete, so 
too, leaving a mere two hairs negates days of his naziriteship, if 
he shaved during his term. 


§ We learned in a mishna there (Nega’im 14:4): Three types of 
people must shave" their hair, and their shaving is a mitzva: 
A nazirite; and a leper, as it is stated: “And he who is to be 
cleansed shall wash his clothes, and shave off all his hair” (Leviti- 
cus 14:8-9). And the third category is Levites, when they were 
first sanctified for their service, as it is stated: “And this you shall 
do to them to cleanse them: Sprinkle the water of purification 


upon them, and let them cause a razor to pass over all their flesh” 


(Numbers 8:7). And with regard to all of them, if they shaved 
with an implement other than a razor," or if they left two hairs 
uncut, they have done nothing, i.e., they have not fulfilled their 
obligation. 


The Gemara analyzes this mishna. The Master said there: Three 
types of people must shave and cut their hair, and their shaving 
is a mitzva. The Gemara asks: This is obvious; after all, doesn’t 
the Torah command all three to shave? The Gemara answers: The 
statement of the mishna is necessary, lest you say that the mitzva 
is due to and aimed at the removal of hair, and therefore even 
one who applied a depilatory [nasha]? to remove his hair has 
fulfilled his obligation. The mishna therefore teaches us that 
this is not so, as the mitzva must be performed by shaving. 


The mishna further teaches: And with regard to all of them, if 
they shaved with an implement other than a razor, they have 
done nothing. The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to a 
nazirite the source of this halakha is clear, as it is written: “A 
razor shall not come upon his head” (Numbers 6:5), which 
indicates that when he does shave he must do so with a razor. 
And similarly, with regard to the Levites it is written: “And let 
them cause a razor to pass over all their flesh” (Numbers 8:7). 
However, from where do we derive that a leper must be shaved 
with a razor for his ritual purification? 


And if you would say that this halakha is derived from the case 
of the Levites, as, just as Levites require shaving and their 
shaving is only with a razor, so too, I will bring the case of a 
leper, who requires shaving and say that his shaving can like- 
wise be performed only with a razor, then this comparison can 
be refuted. What is unique about Levites is that they have an 
extra stringency, in that they require waving of their bodies, i.e., 
Aaron was required to pick up and wave the bodies of the Levites 
as part of the ritual of their sanctification (see Numbers 8:11). 
Will you say the same with regard to a leper, who does not 
require waving? 


HALAKHA 


In the manner of a razor — Apa: A nazirite who shaved 
a single hair is liable even if he cut the hair with scissors or 
pulled it out. This is the case if he cuts the hair to its root, 
producing the same result as a razor. If he left enough to 
bend his hair from the end to the root he is exempt, as 
this is not the manner of shaving with a razor. However, 
some commentaries claim that the phrase: In the man- 
ner of a razor, means that the hair is entirely uprooted 
(Tosafot). Likewise, if a nazirite shaved most of his hair with 
a razor or in the manner of a razor, he negates thirty days 
of his naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
5:11, 6:1). 


Three people shave - pods aww: Although the shaving 
of a nazirite is not indispensable for his ritual purification, 
nevertheless it is a mitzva for him to shave, even if he 
does so much later. Likewise, the shaving of a leper upon 
his ritual purification is a positive mitzva (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:6; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzaraat 17:1; and Sefer HaMitzvot, positive mitzva 111). 


And with regard to all of them, if they shaved with an 
implement other than a razor, etc. — xb anaes tay 
^D 9m3: A nazirite who shaved with any implement other 
than a razor or who left two hairs uncut has not fulfilled his 
obligation, whether he was shaving for his ritual purity or 
after his impurity. The same applies to the two shavings of 
a leper; they are invalid if he did not use a razor or if he left 
two hairs (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:6 and 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 5:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Depilatory [nasha] - KW): Some linguists accept the ver- 
sion of this term that appears in the mishna (Nega‘im 10:10): 
Nasham, and suggest that it is the name of a medicine. 
Nowadays, various medicinal preparations are used for 
the removal of bodily hair. These cause a chemical reaction 
that breaks down the hair so it falls off when rubbed even 
lightly. Different kinds of sulfur salts were used for this 
purpose. This depilatory possibly contained a similar mate- 
rial, perhaps mixed with lime. A depilatory removes hair for 
a certain amount of time; some were strong enough to 
prevent hair from ever growing back. 
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And the derivation has reverted — pi Wm: This is the 
standard method of deriving a halakha from two cases. 
When the proof from one case is rejected because it 
includes a unique aspect, the second case proves that 
this stringency is not necessary for the halakha in ques- 
tion to apply. If the proof from the second source is 
subsequently rejected because it too contains a special 
aspect, the Gemara returns to the first case. Ultimately, 
the halakha is derived from the common denominator 
in both cases, without taking into account the unique 
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Rather, the halakha that a leper must use a razor is derived from 
the case ofa nazirite, who does not require waving either. However, 
this comparison can also be refuted: What is unique about the 
nazirite is that his offering requires bread. Will you say the same 
with regard to a leper, who does not require bread as part of his 
purification process? Rather, clearly the halakha of a leper is not 
derived from either one of the above cases, that of the Levites or 
the nazirite. Therefore, let it be derived from the two of them. 


The Gemara elaborates: As stated previously, from which single 
case can it be derived? If you say it can be derived from the 
Levites, what is unique about Levites is that they require waving 
of their bodies. This suggestion can be countered by saying that 
the case ofa nazirite proves that this stringency is not the decisive 
factor leading to the requirement of a razor, as a nazirite is not 
waved and yet he must be shaved with a razor. And if you respond: 
What is unique about the nazirite is that his offering requires 
bread, one can similarly argue that the Levites prove that this 
stringency does not lead to the halakha of shaving with a razor, as 
the offering of the Levites does not require bread and nevertheless 
they must be shaved with a razor. 


And in this manner the derivation has reverted" to its starting 
point. However, at this stage the halakha is derived from a combi- 
nation of the two sources: The aspect of this case is not like the 
aspect of that case, and the aspect of that is not like the aspect of 
this; each case has its own special features. The common denom- 
inator is that they require shaving and their shaving is with a 
razor. Therefore, I will also bring the case of the leper, who 
requires shaving, and say that his shaving must be with a razor. 


Rava of Barnish said to Rav Ashi: And let us refute this deriva- 
tion in the following manner: What is the common denominator 
between the Levites and the nazirite? Their common denominator 
is that 


the offering in each case does not include a level of poverty. In both 
cases the offering is fixed, i.e., a poor person does not have the 
option of bringing a less expensive offering due to his financial 
straits. Will you say the same with regard to the leper, whose 
offering includes a level of poverty, as a poor person can bring 
turtledoves instead of sheep (Leviticus 14:21-22)? Since the Torah 
was more lenient in the case of a leper than the cases of a nazirite 
and the Levites, it could also be that the halakha is also lenient 
with regard to his shaving, by not demanding the use of a razor. 
Consequently, there is no proof that a leper is obligated to shave 
with a razor. 


In continuation of this discussion, Rava bar Mesharshiyya said to 
Rava: This tanna initially said, with regard to the obligation of a 
nazirite to shave with a razor (39b): It is impossible to learn this 
requirement from the halakha that a leper must use a razor, as one 
does not derive a halakha in a lenient case from the halakha in a 
more stringent one in a manner that would cause one to be strin- 
gent in the more lenient case. This indicates that it is obvious to the 
tanna that a leper himself must shave with a razor. And he then 
said: Let us derive by means ofan inference that a leper must use 
a razor, and ultimately he did not derive it from an inference by 
analogy either, due to Rava of Barnish’s objection. What, then, is 
the source for the halakha that a leper must use a razor? 
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Rava said to Rava bar Mesharshiyya: That baraita, which states 
that one cannot derive the halakha from the case of a leper, which 
indicates that it is evident that a leper must shave with a razor, is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. They derive the 
halakha of aleper’s shaving from the prohibition against destroying 
one’s beard. Conversely, this source, which attempted to derive 
the shaving of a leper from that of a nazirite and the Levites, is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who does not 
derive the halakha of a leper’s shaving from the prohibition against 
destroying one’s beard. Rabbi Eliezer must therefore derive this 
halakha by analogy from the cases of a nazirite and the Levites. This 
is as we learned in a mishna (Makkot 20a): And one is liable for 
destroying his beard only if he removes it with a razor." Rabbi 
Eliezer says: Even ifhe removed it with small tweezers’ ora plane 
[rehitni]' he is liable. Rabbi Eliezer maintains that one violates 
the prohibition even by destroying his beard with means other 
than a razor. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason of the Rabbis; how do they 
derive from this halakha that a leper must shave with a razor? As it 
is taught in a baraita that the verse states with regard to the shaving 


of a leper: “He shall shave all his hair off his head and his beard” 


(Leviticus 14:9). Since the verse states: “All his hair,’ what is the 
meaning when the verse states: “His beard”? It is because it is 
stated with regard to priests: “Neither shall they shave off the 
corners of their beards” (Leviticus 21:5). One might have thought 
that the same should also apply to a leper," i.e. that a leper who was 
a priest should be prohibited from shaving his beard. For this reason 
the verse states: “His beard,” which emphasizes that despite the 
general prohibition barring a priest from shaving his beard, a priest 
who is a leper is obligated to do so. 


And from where do we derive that this shaving of a leper must be 
performed with a razor? It is as it is taught in a baraita, with regard 
to the prohibition against a priest shaving his beard in the verse 
“Neither shall they shave off the corners of their beards” (Leviti- 
cus 21:5): One might have thought that a priest should be liable 
even if he shaved his beard with scissors. The verse states, in the 
general prohibition issued to all Jewish men: “Neither shall you 
destroy the corners of your beard” (Leviticus 19:27). This teaches 
that one is liable only if he shaves in a destructive manner, by 
uprooting the hairs entirely, which excludes the use of scissors. 


One might have thought that even if he removed it with tweezers 
or planes he should be liable. The verse states: “Neither shall they 
shave off" the corners of their beards” (Leviticus 21:5), which 
indicates that the priests are liable only for removing their beards 
in a manner of shaving. How so? What is the manner of shaving 
that involves destruction?" You must say this is shaving with a 
razor. The Rabbis learn from here that the implement forbidden to 
a priest is the same one that must be used for the shaving of a leper, 
namely a razor. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we know that this is correct? 
Perhaps if a leper actually removed it with tweezers or a plane he 
also performs the mitzva and thereby fulfills his obligation, and 
this verse is coming to teach us that even if the leper shaved with 
a razor he is not liable for destroying his beard. In other words, 
one might have thought that a leper is prohibited from shaving with 
a razor, and the verse teaches that this is not correct. If so, there is 
no proof from here that the shaving of a leper must be performed 
with a razor. 


The verse states, neither shall they shave off - xan Tmn 
hy: Although it is possible to remove the hair of one’s beard or 
head with tweezers or planes, this is not the manner of shaving, 
as these implements are generally used for purposes other 
than cutting hair. There is a difference between shaving, i.e., 


the removal of hair with scissors or a razor in the usual manner, 
and destruction, which is the removal of hair by its roots, an 
action performed in various ways, e.g., uprooting with tongs or 
with a plane. Only a razor combines the acts of both shaving 
and destroying. 


If he removes it with a razor - wna app “Y: It is pro- 
hibited to round off the corner of one's aay i.e, to shave 
the hair until the halakhic corners of the head are level with 
the forehead. Rather, one must leave the hair that links the 
head with the cheeks. One violates this prohibition only if he 
removes hair with a razor (Rambam). Some authorities say 
that scissors that cut like a razor are also forbidden (Rosh), 
and the custom is to be stringent in accordance with this 
opinion (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 181:3). 


One might have thought that the same should also apply 
toa leper- j3 yyin doar bins: A leper must shave all visible 
hair, including the corners of his head and beard (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 11:1). 


Shaving that involves destruction - Annw ia ww mb: 
It is prohibited by Torah law for a man to destroy his beard. 
One violates this prohibition only if he uses a razor, but not 
if he cuts with scissors (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 12:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 181:10, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


| BACKGROUND | 


Tweezers [malket] - vpn: Rashi indicates that this is a 


small file used for various types of metal. Others (Arukh) 
state that it is a kind of tweezers used for plucking hair. The 
Aramaic translation of me/kahayim (see Isaiah 6:6), tongs or 
tweezers, is malket. 


Roman tweezers 


Plane [rehitni] - ITT: Somè suggest the source is the 
Greek pvkávn, rhukané, meaning plane. Others say it is 
from pivn, rhiné, meaning file. 


Hand plane 
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HALAKHA 

A positive mitzva and a prohibition, etc. - xh) ney 
^a nwy: Whenever a positive mitzva and a prohibition 
conflict with one another, if they can both be fulfilled this 
is best. If not, the positive mitzva overrides the prohibition 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:6 and Hilkhot Mila 1:9; 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:15; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 10:5; Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:32; see Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 610 and Hilkhot Na‘ara Betula 3:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 266:1). 


The verse states: His head - ix^ ab nbn: If a nazirite 
contracted leprosy, from which he was purified during his 
term of naziriteship, he must shave off all his hair, as the 
positive mitzva for a leper to shave overrides the prohibition 
for a nazirite against shaving (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:15). 


NOTES 


And Rabbi Eliezer, what is his reason — *%1 awn N 
ayn: In other words, in light of the earlier statement that 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer the mitzva of 
shaving a leper cannot be derived from that of a nazirite, 
from where does he derive that a leper must use a razor? 
Some explain that as Rabbi Eliezer renders one liable for 
removing his beard in any manner, the phrase “his beard” 
is necessary to permit all types of shaving by a leper, even 
with tweezers and a plane, as these too entail the violation 
of the prohibition against destroying one's beard. Therefore, 
the Gemara asks about the source of his derivation that a 
leper is obligated to use a razor (Tosafot). 
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They say in response: If it should enter your mind that if a leper 
performs his shaving with tweezers or a plane too, it is well and 
he has performed the mitzva, then let the verse be silent and 
refrain from the extra phrase, “his beard.” And I would say the 
following: And just as with regard to a nazirite, who performs a 
transgression by shaving his hair during his naziriteship and who, 
even so, is deemed liable for removing hair without the use of a 
razor, here too, in the case of a leper, where his shaving is a mitzva, 
does it not follow all the more so that he should be permitted to 
shave with any implement? 


And furthermore, if it should enter your mind that when he 
performs his shaving with tweezers or a plane he performs a 
mitzva, from the fact that the word razor is not written he should 
not be allowed to use a razor at all, in accordance with the opinion 
of Reish Lakish, who says a principle in this regard. 


The Gemara cites the relevant principle: Any place where you find 
a positive mitzva and a prohibition" that clash with one another, 
if you can find some way to fulfill both, that is preferable; and if 
that is not possible, the positive mitzva will come and override 
the prohibition. In this case the leper can fulfill his duty with 
tweezers or a plane, and therefore it should be prohibited for him 
to shave with a razor. Since it was necessary for the verse to say that 
the positive mitzva for a leper to shave overrides the prohibition 
against destroying one’s beard, this proves that the mitzva can be 
performed only with a razor. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, what is his reason?’ From 

where does he derive the halakha that a leper must use a razor? He 

derives it from the fact that the verse states with regard to a leper: 

“He shall shave all his hair off his head and his beard” (Leviticus 

14:9). As itis taught in a baraita: Why does the verse state: “His 

head,’ if it already stated: “All his hair”? It is because it is stated 

with regard to a nazirite: “No razor shall come upon his head” 
(Numbers 6:5), and therefore one might have thought that the 

same should also apply to a nazirite who is a leper, i.e., it should 

be prohibited for him to shave his head even for the purification 

ritual for his leprosy. Therefore, the verse states: “His head,”" to 

teach that a nazirite who is a leper must shave his head with a razor. 
Being that a nazirite is prohibited only to use a razor, if a leper 
could fulfill his obligation to remove his hair using other imple- 
ments, a nazirite who is a leper would not be permitted to use a 

razor. Therefore, it can be inferred from the halakha of a nazirite 

who is a leper that the only way for a leper to remove his hair is 

with a razor. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: And from where do you know 
that a leper must shave his head with a razor? Perhaps even if he 

actually removed it with tweezers or a plane he performs a 

mitzva. And if you would say: If so, why do I need the verse to 

teach me that he uses a razor, through the derivation of the super- 
fluous term “his hair,’ as above, one can answer: That is to say that 

he is permitted to shave even with a razor. As, it might enter your 
mind to say that since with regard to a nazirite, when he per- 
forms the act of shaving with a razor he is liable for transgressing 

the prohibition, with regard to a nazirite who is a leper as well, he 

should also be liable even if he shaved for his leprosy. The verse 

therefore teaches us that this is not the case, but it does not teach 

that a leper must use a razor. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PIDA Pay 3 JYT NPY °K 
ang KYR - PIP TYR YOTIM 
wp) wp wA 


PPI WT ND WKT OKT IN 
roam mapa ied mpd mtd yan 
aX Lips ODN nee 1A KD” 

PORY ath mbn- pyyn 


mh piam riwxY anay) mab 
nie mg "apr ent aprrna 
x) Dpt may” wx 1a a1 
sabe - yA AK bia» andy 

apy wath 


fy my store ase 9 gh 
203 ONT DY rip” anaa 
mg "wy ana Kh ripy Kaam 
TAW x> WNI bs NIPTI NINY 

SWNT’ KaT AND tp BRT 


Perek VI 
Daf 41 Amud b 


- "apr ans xd) wx” ans oN) 
TOY NYT PDD yw ND M 
NORTT Paw Tey K? Me TN) 
WDA APS] MBPT ABW WNIT D2 

“pt” Ka IDD 277 7292 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: If it should enter your mind 
that when a leper performs his hair removal with tweezers or a 
plane he performs a mitzva, then from the fact that the verse did 
not explicitly write: Razor, it can be inferred that he is not allowed 
to use one, in accordance with the aforementioned principle of 
Reish Lakish that one may not violate a prohibition, even for the 
sake of a mitzva, if it is possible to perform the mitzva in a different 
manner. Rather, the verse must be coming to teach that the mitzva 
of the shaving of a leper can be fulfilled only with a razor. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, with regard to this term: “His 

head,” which is referring to a leper, what do they learn from it? The 

Gemara answers: They require this term to override the prohibi- 
tion of rounding the corners of the head. As it is taught in a baraita 

with regard to the verse “You shall not round the corners of your 
heads” (Leviticus 19:27): One might have thought that the same 

should also apply to a leper, that it should also be prohibited for 
him to round the corners of his head when he shaves. Therefore, the 

verse states: “His head,” with regard to a leper. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the Torah to write: “His head”? 
And let one derive this halakha that the mitzva of shaving overrides 
that prohibition from the term “his beard” (Leviticus 14:9). As it 
is taught in a baraita: Why does the verse state: “His beard”? It is 
because the verse states with regard to priests: “Neither shall they 
shave off the corners of their beards” (Leviticus 21:5), and there- 
fore one might have thought that the same prohibition against 
shaving one’s beard should also apply to a leper." Therefore, the 
verse states: “His beard.” 


The Gemara asks: If so, why do I need the Torah to write: “His head,” 


and why do I need it to write: “His beard”? One source should 
suffice to teach that the shaving ofa leper overrides any prohibitions 
that would be violated by that act. The Gemara answers: Both verses 


are necessary. As, had the Merciful One written only: “His beard,” 


and not written: “His head,’ I would say that the rounding of the 
entire head, i.e., shaving all the hair off one’s head and not merely 
the sides, is not called a prohibited rounding. If that were so, the 
shaving of a leper’s head would not be prohibited by Torah law. 
For this reason the Merciful One writes: “His head,”™ to teach 
that the shaving that the leper performs would be considered a 
prohibited rounding of the head had the Torah not commanded 
him to shave. 


And had the Torah written only: “His head,” and not written: 
“His beard,” I would say that “his head” teaches two matters. First, 
that a positive mitzva comes and overrides a prohibition. And it 
also teaches that rounding the entire head is called rounding." 
And still, from where do we derive that a leper must shave with a 


razor?" For this reason the Merciful One also wrote: “His beard,” 


and we derive from the prohibition that bars priests from destroying 
their beards that the removal of the beard involves the use of a razor. 


NOTES 


And still, from where do we derive that a leper must shave 
with a razor -— tan swna 3%): According to this opinion, the 
prohibition against rounding the corners of the head is violated 
by the use of any destructive implement, not only a razor. Conse- 
quently, the mitzva for a leper to shave in any case overrides the 
prohibition against rounding, even if it does not require the use 
of a razor. Some commentaries derive from here that the prohibi- 


tion against rounding the corners of the head does not refer to 
a razor in particular, but includes any destructive act (Tosafot). 
With regard to the halakha, some commentaries claim that the 
halakha in practice is otherwise, and the prohibition against 
rounding the corners of the head applies only to a razor (Meiri, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rambam; Rid). This dispute 
remains undecided, and the Shulhan Arukh cites both opinions. 


HALAKHA 
One might have thought that the same should also 
apply to a leper — ja pti yx bis»: A leper must shave 
off all his visible hair, including his beard and the corners 
of his head (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 
11:1). 


NOTES 

For this reason the Merciful One writes, his head - 277 
iw Kaa ANd: This verse teaches the novel halakha, 
applicable to everyone, that shaving the entire head is 
also included in the prohibition of rounding the corners 
of the head. The very fact that it was necessary for the 
verse to emphasize that shaving is permitted indicates 
that the shaving of a leper, which involves the entire head, 
is considered rounding. 


HALAKHA 


Rounding the entire head is called rounding - -53 napa 
TDPI AW WNI: The Torah prohibits the shaving of the 
corners ofthe head. Aman who shaves the corners of his 
head and one who shaves his entire head are both liable 
to receive lashes for violating this prohibition (see 58a), 
as the corners are removed in both instances (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 181:2). 
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HALAKHA 

You shall make for yourself fringes — » myn mbes: By 
Torah law it is permitted to use woolen ritual fringes in a 
linen garment, as the prohibition of diverse kinds of cloth 
does not apply to the mitzva of ritual fringes. However, 
the Sages decreed that one should not do so, in case 
he wears the garment at night, when ritual fringes are 
not obligatory. In that case he would be transgressing 
the prohibition against wearing diverse kinds of cloth 
without fulfilling a mitzva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 3:7). 


NOTES 


Rav Aha...said, etc. — 3) KIN 31 Wax: Some early 
commentaries have a different version of this discussion, 
which reads as follows. Rav Aha said: They taught this 
only with regard to an impure nazirite, but with regard to 
a pure nazirite, no, i.e. it is sufficient to shave most of his 
hair. From where do we learn this? From the fact that the 
Torah revealed with regard to an impure nazirite: “He shall 
shave it,’ which indicates that in the case of a pure nazirite 
the majority of his head is like all of it. They laughed at it, 
i.e., this reasoning, in the West. These early commentaries 
claim that this version is preferable to that of the standard 
text of the Gemara, which entails several difficulties, not 
all of which have been resolved satisfactorily. 
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The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, from where does he derive 
the general principle that a positive mitzva will come" and over- 
ride a prohibition? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the 
mitzva of ritual fringes. As it is taught in a baraita: This verse: “You 
shall not wear diverse kinds of wool and linen” (Deuteronomy 
22:11), 


NOTES 


And Rabbi Eliezer, from where does he derive that a positive 
mitzva will come, etc. — ^D) MWY NX qb yan: Rabbi Eliezer 
cannot derive this principle from the fact that the verse state 
“His beard,’ in connection to a leper, as it is possible that this verse 
is required to teach that even a leprous priest must shave his 
beard (Commentary on Nazir). The commentaries explain that 
“his beard” is necessary to include priests, as one might have 
thought that they are not permitted to shave at all, because 
they are subject to special stringencies (Josafot). Others add that 
one cannot derive this general principle from the fact that the 
positive mitzva of shaving a leper overrides the prohibitions of 
a nazirite or a priest. 

In the case of a nazirite, one can say that this is because his 


an 


vow can be dissolved by a halakhic authority, while the prohibi- 
tion of a priest is considered a light prohibition, as it does not 
apply to all people (Commentary on Nazir). One suggestion is 
that the very fact that Rabbi Eliezer interprets “his beard” as refer- 
ring to priests indicates that he must have an alternative source 
for the principle that a positive mitzva overrides a prohibition, 
as otherwise he would have explained that “his beard” comes 
to permit the shaving of the beard of a regular person, which 
is a case of one positive mitzva overriding a single prohibition. 
Evidently, Rabbi Eliezer must have a different proof for the gen- 
eral principle, which is why he derives from “his beard” that the 
mitzva of shaving a leper overrides both the prohibitions and the 
positive mitzvot of a priest (Josafot). 
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indicates that fringes in the mitzva stated in the adjacent verse: 


“You shall make for yourself fringes”" (Deuteronomy 22:12), can 


be from them, wool and linen. By juxtaposing the mitzva of ritual 
fringes to the prohibition against diverse kinds of cloth, the Torah 
teaches that the positive mitzva of ritual fringes, which includes 
dyed blue wool, overrides the prohibition against diverse kinds of 
cloth, i.e., one may attach woolen ritual fringes to a linen garment. 
From here one derives the general principle that a positive mitzva 
overrides a prohibition. 


§ The Gemara returns to the mishna that teaches that nazirites, 
lepers, and Levites must shave their hair. The Master said above: 
And with regard to all of them, if they shaved with an implement 
other than a razor, or if they left two hairs uncut, they have done 
nothing. Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, said:" That is to say that the 
principle: The majority of an entity is considered like all of it, 
applies by Torah law. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we learn this? The Gemara 
explains: This principle is derived from the fact that the Merciful 
One revealed in the Torah and specified with regard to a nazirite: 
“On the seventh day he shall shave it” (Numbers 6:9), despite the 
fact that the same verse already stated: “And he shall shave his head 
on the day of his cleansing.” This teaches that it is only in this case 
here that he does not fulfill the mitzva of shaving until there is the 
removal ofall of it, i.e., shaving part of his head is insufficient. This 
shows that in general the majority of an entity is like all of it. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, objects to this assertion. This 
verse: “On the seventh day he shall shave it,” is written with regard 
to a ritually impure nazirite, not a pure one, whereas the halakha 
in the mishna applies even to a pure nazirite. This shows that the 
above inference is invalid. They laughed at this difficulty in the 
West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael: After all, from where do we derive the 
halakha that an impure nazirite shaves with a razor? It is derived 
from the halakha of a pure nazirite. If so, let the case of a pure 
nazirite come and derive the following halakha from the case 
of an impure nazirite: Just as with regard to an impure nazirite, 
if he leaves two hairs he has done nothing, here too, if a pure 
nazirite leaves two hairs he has done nothing. 
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On the same topic, Abaye raised a dilemma: With regard to a 
nazirite who shaved and left two hairs, which is not considered an 
act of shaving, if the hairs of his head grew and he again shaved, 
this time those two hairs alone, what is the halakha? Do these hairs 


invalidate the fulfillment of his obligation or not? Has he now 
completed his initial act of shaving, or is the shaving of two hairs 
from a head full of hair of no significance, and he must now shave 


his entire head? 
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Similarly, Rava raised a dilemma: With regard to a nazirite who 
shaved and left two hairs," and afterward shaved one of them, 
and the other one fell out" of its own accord, what is the halakha? 
Is this considered shaving one’s entire head or not? Rav Aha of Difti 
said to Ravina: Is Rava raising a dilemma as to whether one can 


shave his head one hair by one hair? How does this case differ from 
that of one who shaves his entire head one hair at a time, which is a 
fulfillment of his obligation? 
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Rather, say that the dilemma is as follows: If one hair fell out and 
he shaved the other one," what is the halakha? Has he performed 
the obligation of shaving if there was only one hair left when he 
came to shave? Ravina said to him: In that case there is no shaving 
here; there is no hair here. The Gemara expresses surprise at this 
expression: If there is no hair here, then there is shaving here, as 


no hair remains. The Gemara explains: This is what he said: Even 
though there is no hair here, as only one hair remains, nevertheless 
there is no fulfillment of the mitzva of shaving here, as he failed 
to shave it all on the first attempt, and the second time he shaved 
less than the required amount. 
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MI S H NA A nazirite may shampoo [hofef] his head 


and separate [mefaspes]"" his hairs manu- 


ally, without concern that hairs might fall out. However, he may 


not comb his hair. 


jyaw 137 2 "papa ADIN” "A 
ADN PDN PRY 327 WAK7 NT 
pad prems "pup Kb bax’ 


GEMA 


separate his hairs? It is Rabbi Shimon, who says: An uninten- 
tional act is permitted." Even if hairs do fall out as a result of this 


The Gemara clarifies: Who is the tanna who 
maintains that a nazirite may shampoo and 


action, as he did not intend this to happen the action is permitted. 
Yet in the latter clause of the mishna, which states: However, he may 
not comb his hair, we have come to the opinion of the Rabbis. 
Although this nazirite also does not intend to tear out any hair when 
he combs it, it is nevertheless prohibited. 
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This leads to a surprising conclusion, that the first clause represents 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon and the latter clause is the opinion 
of the Rabbis. Rabba said: The entire mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as he maintains that anyone who 


combs his hair intends to remove stray hairs," and therefore this 
is considered an intentional act. 


A nazirite who shaved and left two hairs — 'm m3m nyw m 
niwy: If a nazirite left two hairs after shaving, and when the 
hair on his head grew again either he shaved it all off, including 
those two hairs, or he shaved one of them and the other fell 
out, he has fulfilled the obligation of shaving. This is because 
the Gemara’s inquiry with regard to one who shaved those two 
hairs indicates that if he shaved his entire head he has fulfilled 
his obligation (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:7 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


There is no mitzva of shaving here — 3 px mba mYn: If there 
were two hairs left on the head of a nazirite, and he shaved one 
and the other fell out, he has not fulfilled the obligation of shaving 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:7). 


A nazirite may shampoo and separate, etc. - D399) ADIN W 


HALAKHA 


"131: A nazirite is permitted to wash his hair by hand and rub it 
with his fingernails, without concern that this might cause a hair 
to fall off, as he does not have this intention in mind. However, he 
may not comb or wash his hair with earth, as that will certainly 
remove some hair. If he did so, he is not liable to receive lashes 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:14). 


An unintentional act is permitted — apm pian pew 134: This 
principle is stated mainly with regard to the halakhotof prohibited 
labor on Shabbat: If performing an action that is permitted on 
Shabbat might incidentally entail a violation of the halakhot of 
Shabbat, he may perform the permitted action, provided that 
he does not intend thereby to produce the prohibited outcome, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:5). 


NOTES 


And shaved one and the other one fell out - rion 
DN Twa NN: The two sides of the dilemma are as 
follows: Since he had two hairs when he came to shave, 
the removal of the first one constitutes an act of shav- 
ing, and when the other one falls out he is considered 
shaven, thus fulfilling his mitzva. Alternatively, the act of 
shaving consists of the removal of at least two hairs, and 
therefore he does not fulfill the obligation by cutting 
off the first hair. 


One fell out and he shaved the other one - nnx mw 
nnx nbn: The question here is whether he is considered 
entirely shaven when one hair falls out, as the remaining 
hair is not sufficient to give him the status of one who 
is unshaven. If so, his act of shaving the last remain- 
ing hair is of no account, and he has not performed 
the obligation of shaving, as it was not his action that 
rendered him as shaven (Commentary on Nazir). Other 
commentaries explain that here too the key factor is the 
definition of the minimum amount of shaving: Since the 
act of shaving consists of shaving at least two hairs, if 
one of them falls out then the removal of the other is of 
no consequence, and therefore he has not fulfilled the 
obligation (Tosafot; Rosh). 


There is no mitzva of shaving here - py mb myn 
1X3: Some commentaries maintain that he does fulfil 
the obligation after the fact, although he has not per- 
formed it in the proper manner (Commentary on Nazir). 
Several later authorities discuss the possibility that he 
might have to shave again later to fulfill the mitzva (see 
Hazon Ish). There are also those who claim that he must 
wait seven days for his hair to grow again before he can 
sacrifice his offerings (Meiri, citing Tosafot; see 39b). 


Shampoo [hofef] and separate [mefaspes] - 4Din 
papa: According to some commentaries, the term 
hofef means that he can scratch his head (Arukh), and 
others (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna) add 
that the term mefasfes refers to the use of fingernails 
or an implement. Alternatively, the term hofef refers to 
washing the head of the hair with dirt, whereas the word 
mefasfes means to part hairs manually (Josafot; Rosh). 


Anyone who combs intends to remove stray hairs — by 
pana nibatan pan ert) prion: Some commentaries 
explain that the removal of hair is considered an inevi- 
table outcome of the act of combing, and Rabbi Shimon 
concedes that an act with an unintended or undesired 
outcome is prohibited if its outcome is inevitable (see 
Ketubot 6a). However, later authorities point out that 
Rabba’s comments indicate otherwise, as he mentions 
an actual intention to remove stray hairs. Some com- 
mentaries say that Rabba maintains that Rabbi Shimon 
is lenient in all cases where the outcome is not intended, 
even if that outcome is inevitable. Consequently, Rabba 
insists that in this instance the nazirite does have this 
aim in mind (Sefat Emet). Another possibility, which 
combines elements of the other opinions, is that Rabbi 
Shimon agrees that one is liable if an unintended out- 
come is inevitable; however, he maintains that because 
the removal of hair with a comb is considered an 
undesired outcome for a nazirite, it is permitted. Rabba 
therefore states that the nazirite performing this action 
intends to remove his strands of hair. 


LANGUAGE 
Separate [mefaspes] - D3591: From the doubled root 
peh, samekh, peh, samekh, meaning to partition or divide 
something into parts. Accordingly, mefaspes refers to 
separating entwined hairs. 
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BACKGROUND 


Shampoo - Jim: In ancient times, when there was no 
suitable soap available for washing and hygiene, people 
used various oil-dissolving materials to shampoo their 
heads and hair. Plants such as aloe, and minerals such 
as soda carbonate, usually mined from natural deposits 
of natron, were suitable for this purpose. The coarseness 
of the minerals and the amount of earth they contained 
generally led to the removal of some hairs. 


Natural natron deposit 


NOTES 

He may not shampoo with earth - matxa qim x: 
Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in the Shita Mekubbetzet, presents 
an alternate version of the text, which reads: He may not 
even shampoo with earth. He explains that Rabbi Yishmael 
disagrees with the opinion stated in the previous mishna, 
and maintains that shampooing is prohibited even if he 
does not desire the outcome. Others explain that Rabbi 
Yishmael’s reason is that earth inevitably removes hair. This 
does not contradict the ruling in the previous mishna, and 
therefore it is possible that there is no dispute here at all 
(Rambam; see Meiri). 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Yishmael says: A nazirite may not 


shampoo” his hair with earth" because this 


causes the hair to fall out. 


GEMARA®“ dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


What is the precise wording of the mishna? 


Do we learn: Because it removes" hair, i.e., earth in general 
removes hair, or do we perhaps learn: Because of that which 


removes hair. In other words, although some types of earth do not 
remove hair, it is prohibited to use these as well, due to those types 
that do remove hair. The Gemara inquires: What is the difference 
of this textual question? 
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The Gemara explains: There is a difference in a case where there is 
a type of earth that does not remove hair. If you say that we 
learned in the mishna: Because it removes hair, then in a case 
where we know that it does not remove hair it is fine to shampoo 
with that substance. However, if you say the text reads: Because of 
that which removes hair, this indicates that the Sages prohibited 


using any type of earth, due to the type that removes hair. If so, a 
nazirite may not shampoo his head with any earth at all, not even 
if it does not remove hair. No answer was found, and the Gemara 
says that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 
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Because it removes — nwa xT 1391: A nazirite may not wash 
his hair with earth, as this will certainly lead to the removal of 
hair. The halakha is in accordance with the first suggested read- 
ing of the mishna, which says that only substances that will 
certainly remove hair are forbidden. This follows the principle 
that one is lenient with regard to uncertainties involving rab- 
binic law (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:14, and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


Was drinking wine all day, etc. - 131 07 be pr ania mm: A 
nazirite who kept drinking wine all day long but was warned 
only once receives a single set of lashes for violating the prohibi- 
tion against drinking wine, although he is liable to Heaven for 
each quarter-log he drinks. For violating the prohibition in the 
verse “he shall not profane his word” (Numbers 30:3) he receives 
an additional set of lashes (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
5:10). 


They said to him, do not drink - Anwn oe sats: If a nazirite 
was warned against drinking a quarter-/og of wine multiple 
times by witnesses who instructed him each time: Do not drink, 
do not drink, and he drank anyway, he is liable for each quarter- 


HALAKHA 


MI S H N A A nazirite who was drinking wine all day” 


is liable to receive only one set of lashes. If 


people said to him during the course of the day: Do not drink," do 
not drink, and nevertheless he continues to drink, he is liable 
for each and every time he was warned. If a nazirite kept shaving 
all day," he is liable to receive only one set of lashes. If they 
said to him: Do not shave," do not shave, and he shaves, he 
is liable for each and every time he was warned. If he became 
ritually impure from a corpse" many times all day, he is liable to 
receive only one set of lashes. If they said to him: Do not become 
impure," do not become impure, and he continues to become 
impure, he is liable for each and every time he was warned. 


log for which he received a warning (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:10; see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
14:7). 


If he kept shaving all day - Di7 by nan mat: A nazirite who 
shaved his entire head is liable for only a single act of shaving 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:13). 


If they said to him, do not shave - nian dys b WX: If a nazirite 
was warned for each hair: Do not shave, do not shave, he is 
iable for each and every hair he shaves (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:13). 


If he became ritually impure from a corpse - ond KAVA TI: 
f a nazirite became impure from a corpse many times, he is 
flogged only once, although he is liable to Heaven for each act 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:16). 


If they said to him, do not become impure - avn oe m: 
fa nazirite was warned: Do not become impure, do not become 
impure, and he proceeded to become impure regardless, he is 
iable for each and every impurity for which he received a warn- 
ing (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:16). 
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GEMARA“* dispute among amora’im was stated. 
Rabba said that Rav Huna said: The 
Torah stated a halakha involving a nazirite in a categorical verse: 
“He shall not become impure for his father, or for his mother, 
for his brother, or for his sister, when they die” (Numbers 6:7). 
This includes all manners of contracting impurity imparted by a 
corpse, whether ritual impurity imparted by contact, by carrying, 
or in a tent, i.e., a corpse under the same roof. When the Torah 
states: “He shall not come near to a dead body” (Numbers 6:6), 
it serves to warn him with regard to contracting impurity from 
a corpse in any manner, as above, and to warn him with regard 
to entering" an enclosure with a corpse, which is a unique pro- 
hibition applicable to a nazirite that is added by the phrase “He 
shall not come near to a dead body,’ and he is liable separately 
for each. However, with regard to one contracting impurity 
from a corpse and again contracting impurity from a corpse, 
the verse does not warn him, and he is liable to receive only 
one set of lashes. 


And Rav Yosef says in the form of an oath: By God! Rav Huna 
actually says that he is separately liable even for contracting 
impurity from a corpse and again contracting impurity from a 
corpse, not only if he entered an enclosure with a corpse. As Rav 
Huna says: With regard to a nazirite who was standing in a 
cemetery, who is already ritually impure, and they extended his 
corpse, i.e., the corpse of his relative, to him, and similarly if 
they extended a different corpse to him and he touched it, he 
is liable. But why is he liable; he has already become impure 
and is standing in his state of impurity? Rather, isn’t it correct 
to conclude from this that Rav Huna said he is separately 
liable even for contracting impurity from a corpse and again 
contracting impurity from a corpse? 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Yosef from a baraita: With 
regard to a priest who had a corpse™ placed on his shoulder, 
and they extended his corpse, i.e., the corpse of his relative, to 
him, and similarly if they extended a different corpse to him and 
he touched it, one might have thought that he should be liable 
even for this contact. Therefore, the verse states, with regard to 
the prohibition against a High Priest becoming impure: “And he 
shall not profane the Sanctuary of his God” (Leviticus 21:12). 
This teaches that the prohibition of impurity applies to one who 
is not yet profaned, excluding this one who is already profaned 
and standing in that state of ritual impurity. 


Rav Yosef said to him: But if, as you claim, one is not liable for 
contracting one impurity after another, the mishna should pose 
a difficulty for you. As we learned in the mishna: If a nazirite 
became ritually impure from corpses many times all day, he is 
liable to receive only one set of lashes. If they said to him: Do 
not become impure, do not become impure, and he continues 
to become impure, he is liable for each and every time he was 
warned. But why should this be so? He has already become 
impure and is standing in his state of impurity. 


Rather, the mishna and baraita pose a difficulty for each other. 
The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as here the baraita is 
referring to a concurrent contact with impurity," i.e., when he 
touched the second corpse he was still in contact with the first, 
so he is not liable for the second impurity. Conversely, there the 
mishna is referring to impurity that was not a concurrent contact. 
He touched the second corpse only after he had separated himself 
from the first, and therefore he is liable for each impurity. 


NOTES 


To warn him with regard to entering — 7WaT by imh: 

Some commentaries explain that according to the opinion of 
Rabba, two separate prohibitions are involved here, a general 

one concerning any ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, 
and a special warning against entering an enclosure with a 
corpse. Consequently, if a nazirite entered an enclosure with 
a corpse after he already came into contact with a corpse, he 
is liable for the second action as well, despite the fact that he 
was already impure (Commentary on Nazir). Others say that 
Rabba maintains that if a nazirite was warned with regard 
to both contracting impurity from a corpse and entering an 
enclosure with a corpse before he violated both warnings 
simultaneously by entering an enclosure containing a corpse, 
he is liable to receive two sets of lashes (Josafot). Yet others 
interpret this statement as a limitation: Although the mishna 
rules that he is flogged for each and every impurity, this hala- 
kha applies only to contracting impurity from a corpse and 
to entering an enclosure with a corpse (Meiri). 


A priest who had a corpse - ma b TW pia: Some com- 
mentaries maintain that this refers to a High Priest, as indi- 
cated by the verse cited in the Gemara (Commentary on 
Nazir). Others read: A nazirite (Tosafot). There is no halakhic 
difference between these two versions, as the halakhot of 
a nazirite is like that of a High Priest with regard to ritual 
impurity. 


HALAKHA 

A priest who had a corpse, etc. - ^3) m2 b maw pita: If 
a High Priest unlawfully contracted ritually impurity from 
a corpse and afterward entered a tent with a corpse, he is 
liable for this entry as well, if he was warned against it. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba, as Rav 
Yosef agrees with his ruling (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel 3:7). 


Here it is referring to a concurrent impurity — pY2na x2: 
Anazirite is liable to receive lashes for each act of contracting 
ritual impurity for which he was warned. This applies only 
if he separated from the corpse between each instance of 
impurity, or if he carried a corpse or lay over it. However, if he 
came into contact with one corpse while touching another 
he is not liable twice, even if he had received a warning with 
regard to both of them, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Yosef. Some commentaries invoke the principle that 
halakha is generally ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabba and contrary to that of Rav Yosef. If so, the nazirite 
is liable only for contracting impurity from a corpse and for 
entering an enclosure with a corpse in it, as the Gemara's 
distinction between concurrent impurity in the case of con- 
tracting impurity applies only according to the opinion of 
Rav Yosef (Ra’avad). Others state that the principle that the 
halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabba 
rather than that of Rav Yosef applies only if they engage in a 
dispute in a specific case itself, whereas here they disagree 
with regard to the content of Rav Huna's statement. Since Rav 
Yosef took an oath that he was correct, it can be assumed that 
he had investigated the matter thoroughly (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:4 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
5:16-17). 
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ritual impurity imparted by a corpse renders someone anny xdx PVN ANID AVI 
who touches him impure only until the evening. How- ad -mp9 mwin) md Sax D7) 


ever, by rabbinic law if the first person is in contact with 
a corpse at the time, the second is impure for seven days, 
as though he touched the corpse himself. This rabbinic 
law is only with regard to teruma and offerings, but not 
with regard to a nazirite or one who performs the ritual 
of the Paschal offering. The Mishne LaMelekh notes that 
others maintain that by Torah law one who touches a 
person in contact with a corpse is ritually impure for 
seven days, and that only a third person who touches 
the second is impure by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:2). 


And is concurrent impurity by Torah law - puna Axa 
seit: The concept of concurrent impurity involves several 
different cases. One type is a person who touches a source of 
impurity while still in contact with another source of impurity. 
A different category is that of one who touches another who 
is in contact with a corpse. Apparently, these are two separate 
concepts which share a common name. The commentaries 
explain that when the Gemara asks this question it assumes 
that concurrent impurity is a broad concept which means that 
whoever holds ritual impurity in his hands is considered like the 
impure item itself. Consequently, he cannot be become impure 
again and one who touches him has effectively touched the 
source of the impurity itself. The answer of the Gemara is that 
there is a difference between the two issues (Meiri). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: And this halakha, that a nazirite is exempt from 

being flogged for a second contact with a corpse in a case of concur- 
rent impurity, does it apply by Torah law?" Didn't Rav Yitzhak bar 
Yosef say that Rabbi Yannai said: They stated the principle of con- 
current impurity only" with regard to partaking of teruma and 

consecrated foods, i.e., that one who touches a person who is in 

contact with a corpse is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a 

corpse for seven days. However, with regard to a nazirite, i.e., the 

question of whether a nazirite is considered ritually impure and has 

to bring offerings due to this contact, and with regard to one who 

performs the ritual of the Paschal offering, this halakha does not 

apply. And if you say that this halakha applies by Torah law, what is 

different between the case of teruma and the case of a nazirite? 


The Gemara explains that there are two different types of concurrent 
impurity. Here, where there is a difference between teruma and a 
nazirite, it is referring to concurrent contact of one person with 
another person." If one touched another while the other was in 
contact with a corpse, the impurity of the first is by rabbinic law. By 
contrast, there it is referring to concurrent contact of a person with 
a corpse." One who is touching a corpse is considered linked to 
impurity by Torah law with regard to his second contact with a 
corpse. 


The Gemara summarizes: The fact that one who is touching a corpse 
is not liable for contact with a second corpse leads to Rabba’s afore- 
mentioned ruling: However, with regard to contracting impurity 
from a corpse and again contracting impurity from a corpse, i.e., if 
a person contracted impurity imparted by a corpse and then touched 
another corpse while still in contact with the first corpse, he is not 
liable for the second impurity, as he has already become impure 
and is standing in his state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to impurity and entering one 
should say likewise, that when he enters an enclosure containing a 
corpse when he is in contact with a corpse, he has already become 
impure and is standing in his impurity. Why should he be flogged 
again for entering the enclosure? Rabbi Yohanan said: In the case 
of impurity and entering one must again distinguish between two 
instances: Here, where Rav Huna said that one will be liable for both 
contractions ofimpurity, it is referring to one who was pure and who 
went into a house that contained a corpse, rendering him liable twice. 
The entering the house and the ritual impurity imparted by a corpse 
ina tent, i.e., to that which is under the same roof, occurred simulta- 
neously, and therefore he is liable twice, once for contracting ritual 
impurity and once for violating the particular prohibition against a 
nazirite entering an enclosure with a corpse in it. 


Whereas there, where he is liable only once, it is referring to one who 
was in a field. In other words, if a nazirite touched a corpse ina field 
and subsequently entered an enclosure with a corpse in it while he 
was still in contact with the first corpse, he is not liable separately for 
that entering, as he was already ritually impure. 


Concurrent contact of one person with another person — 
DIKI DIK NIM: Some commentaries explain that this refers to 

one who is touching a corpse while another is touching the first 

(Commentary on Nazir). The first person is ritually impure to the 

first degree, while the second person is impure for seven days 

by rabbinic law. Others have a version of the text that reads: 

Here it is referring to concurrent impurity with regard to vessels. 
The vessels are ritually impure for seven days because they were 

‘ouched by a person who was in contact with a corpse (Meiri). 
Yet others explain that this refers to three people. The first is in 

contact with a corpse, the second is touching the first, and the 

hird touches the second. It is this third person whose impurity 

is referred to as concurrent impurity, which lasts for seven days 

by rabbinic law (Tosafot; Rabbeinu Peretz; Rabbeinu Todros). 


Concurrent contact of a person with a corpse — Dt "12m 
nna: Some commentaries explain that the one touching the 
corpse has already become ritually impure, and he is not liable 
again if he comes into contact with another corpse (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). If so, he is not considered in contact with a 
corpse by Torah law. Others maintain that someone in contact 
with a corpse renders one who touches him impure by Torah 
law. Only a third person, i.e., one who touches a person who 
himself is touching a third who is in contact with a corpse, is 
impure for seven days by rabbinic law (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to one who enters into a house too, 
why should he be liable twice? Since one typically enters a place with 
his hands before his body, once he inserts his hand" he immediately 
becomes ritually impure. This means that when all the rest of him 
enters, this person is already impure. 


Rather, Rabbi Elazar said: If he inserted his hand into the house 
first, there is liability due to contracting ritual impurity; however, 
there is no liability due to entering the enclosure. But if he joined 
his body and his hands, i.e., all of him entered at once, contraction 
ofimpurity and entering the enclosure occur simultaneously, and 
in that case he is liable twice. The Gemara objects: It is impossible 
that his nose would not enter first, and once it does, impurity 
would descend to it and thereby to this person immediately, before 
the rest of his body entered the house. 


Rather, Rava said: Ifhe entered with only his hand there is liability 
due to contracting ritual impurity, but there is no liability due to 
entering an enclosure with a corpse, as he cannot be considered 
inside the house. If he entered with his body by standing upright so 
that his head would not enter first, contraction of impurity and 
entering the enclosure occur simultaneously. The Gemara asks: 
But even so, it is impossible that his toes would not enter first, and 
once they do, impurity would thereby descend to them, causing 
him to become impure before his entire body enters the house. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: We are dealing with a case where one 

entered into a house in a chest, a box," or a cabinet, which are not 

susceptible to ritual impurity and which protect their contents from 

impurity when they can hold more than forty sea, and another came 

and opened the cover" of the vessel from over him. In that case 

contracting impurity and entering the enclosure occur simultane- 
ously. Mar bar Rav Ashi said: It is referring to a case where one 

entered the house when someone there was dying, and the latter’s 

soul departed when he was sitting there. In that case too, contract- 
ing impurity and entering the enclosure with a corpse occur simul- 
taneously. Since there was no corpse in the enclosure when he 

entered, he is considered to have entered an enclosure with a corpse 

at the moment the person died. 


§ With regard to the ritual impurity of a corpse, the Sages taught: 
The Torah states concerning a priest’s exposure to ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse: “He shall not become impure, a chief among 
his people, to profane himself” (Leviticus 21:4), from which it is 
derived that the prohibition does not apply until the time that the 
person with whom he comes into contact dies. A priest does not 
become impure or profane his priesthood at any earlier stage. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says that the verse stated with regard to a nazirite: 
“He shall not become impure for his father, or for his mother, for his 
brother, or for his sister, when they die” (Numbers 6:7), from which 
one can infer that when they die, one contracts ritual impurity 
from them, i.e., not until the other person actually dies. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between these two deriva- 
tions? They apparently state the same halakha from different verses. 
Rabbi Yohanan says: The interpretation of the meaning of the 
verse is the difference between them. There is no practical difference 
between them; rather, they derive the halakha from different verses. 
Reish Lakish said: The difference between them is with regard to 
a dying person: According to the one who says that one derives 
the halakha from “He shall not become impure, a chief among his 
people, to profane himself,’ even a dying person is included in the 
prohibition of impurity. According to the one who says that it is 
derived from “when they die,” once he dies, yes there is impurity, 
whereas a dying person, no, he does not impart impurity. 


HALAKHA 
Once he inserts his hand, etc. — 1317") yet (v2: 
One is rendered impure if he enters a tent that contains 
a corpse, even if he enters with only part of his body. 
Even if he inserts his hand or the tip of his nose, it is as 
though his whole body has entered, and he is impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:11). 


Where one entered in a chest, a box, etc. — Dia3¥ 
431 ADH ape: Ifa nazirite or a High Priest entered a 
tent with a corpse in it while he was in a chest, a box, 
or a cabinet, and another person came and opened its 
cover with his consent, he is liable to receive two sets 
of lashes, one for “He shall not come near to a dead 
body” (Numbers 6:6) and one for “He shall not become 
impure” (Numbers 6:7). This is because the impurity 
and his entrance occurred simultaneously. The same 
halakha applies to one who entered a house and stayed 
there until a dying person passed away, as stated by 
Rav Pappa and Mar bar Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 5:18 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:6). 


NOTES 


And opened the cover - voy yx: Some commentar- 
ies point out that the person in the box is liable only if 
he assists the one who opens the cover, as one who 
does not perform an action is not liable (Josafot; Rosh). 
Others claim that it is enough if the cover is opened by 
his instruction or even with his knowledge (Rambam). 


3291/12: NAZIR : PEREK VI -43A 195 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


He may become impure from their leprosy or from 
their gonorrhea-like discharge - 072%) on yada Kaw: 
Priests and nazirites are permitted to become ritually 
impure from other impurities apart from the impurity of 
a corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 
16:9). 


He renders others impure only when his soul departs 
from him — iW) Kyng IY xox Navi ive: A dying per- 
son does not impart impurity until his soul departs, even 
if his throat was slashed (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 1:15). 


With regard to profaning, he is profaned - pad 
boning xI anne: It is forbidden for a priest to enter 
a house that contains a dying person, as although this 
does not render him ritually impure, it does profane his 
priesthood (Shakh). Some commentaries rule in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that this is 
prohibited only ifthe person is at the point of death. The 
Rema maintains that it is proper to be stringent, and this 
is the consensus among the later authorities (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 370:1). 
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Has severe lacerations [meguyyad] — 71319: According to 
most commentaries, this term is derived from the root gimmel, 
vav, dalet or gimmel, dalet, dalet, meaning a slice or a cut 


The Gemara asks with regard to Reish Lakish’s opinion: And 
according to the one who says that it is derived from “to profane 
himself,” isn’t it written: “When they die”? What does he derive 
from that verse? The Gemara answers: He requires that verse for 
that which was taught by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it is taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the verse stresses 


“when they die,” to teach: In a case when they die he may not 


become impure; however, he may become impure from their 
leprosy or from their gonorrhea-like discharge." A nazirite is 
prohibited from contracting ritual impurity only if it is from a 
corpse. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that 
the earliest time the prohibition takes effect is derived from the 
phrase “when they die,” he also requires that verse for this 
reason; how does he derive two halakhot from the same verse? 
The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse state: When he dies; 
what is the reason for the emphasis of “when they die”? You can 
learn from this verse two halakhot, that one does not impart 
impurity until he is actually dead, and that a nazirite is prohibited 
from contracting only the impurity of a corpse. 


The Gemara asks the reverse question: And according to the 
one who says that the source for the earliest time of the impurity 
of a corpse is the verse “when they die,” isn’t it written: “To 
profane himself”? What does he derive from that verse? The 
Gemara answers: “To profane himself” comes for this purpose, 
that the prohibition against becoming impure apply only to one 
who is not profaned, excluding one who is already profaned. 
There is no prohibition against a ritually impure priest becoming 
impure from a corpse. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that the 
source for the commencement of impurity imparted by a corpse 
is “to profane himself,’ he also requires that verse for this 
reason; how does he derive two halakhot from the same verse? 
The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse state: To profane; what 
is the reason for the emphasis of “to profane himself”? You can 
learn from this verse two halakhot, that a nazirite is prohibited 
from becoming impure even through contact with a dying person, 
and that there is no prohibition against contracting impurity a 
second time for one who is already impure. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Oholot 1:6): 
A person renders others impure only when his soul departs 
from him," even if he has severe lacerations [meguyyad],' and 
even if he is dying. But according to the one who says that the 
commencement of the impurity of a corpse is derived from “to 
profane himself,” this baraita is difficult, as it teaches that a dying 
person does not impart impurity. The Gemara answers: With 
regard to imparting impurity, he does not impart impurity until 
his soul departs, but with regard to profaning" the sanctity of 
the priesthood, a priest is profaned" by a dying person. 


LANGUAGE 

mortally wounded. Some suggest that this term is meguyyar, 
from gira, an arrow, and that it refers to one who was mortally 
wounded by an arrow. 


(see Daniel 4:11). In this context it means that the individual is 


NOTES 


With regard to profaning — dining pay): The Gemara is suggest- he is likely to contract impurity constitutes a desecration of his 


ing that the very entrance of a priest or a nazirite to a place where 


sanctity, even if he does not actually become impure. 
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§ Rav Hisda said that Rav said: If the head of his father, or any 
other relative for whom a priest becomes impure, was severed, he 
may not become impure to bury him. What is the reason for this? 
The verse states: “None shall become impure for the dead among 
his people, except...for his father” (Leviticus 21:1-2)," which indi- 
cates that this applies when his father is whole, and not when he is 
lacking. Rav Hamnuna said to Rav Hisda: If that is so, then in 
a case where one was walking in the valley [pakta]! of Aravot,® 
a place frequented by bandits, and robbers severed his head, will 
you also say that his son the priest does not become impure to 
bury him because he is not whole? 


Rav Hisda said to him: Do you speak of a corpse with no one to 
bury it [met mitzva]? This halakha certainly does not apply to a case 
of this kind. For now consider, if one can say that to bury others, i.e., 
non-relatives, he is obligated to become ritually impure, as even 
priests and nazirites must become impure to bury an unattended 
corpse, then with regard to a met mitzva who is his father is it not 
all the more so the case that he must become impure to bury him 
even if his head is severed? 


The Gemara asks: And is this a met mitzva? But isn’t it taught in a 
baraita: Which is a met mitzva" for whom a priest must become 
impure? It is anyone who does not have people to bury him apart 
from this priest. If the corpse is in a place where if he would call, 
others would answer him," that is not considered a met mitzva. 
And if this dead father has a son who was with him, it means the 
father is not classified as a met mitzva, and therefore his son the priest 
must ensure that others tend to his burial, without doing so himself. 
The Gemara answers: Since he was walking along the way, he is 
considered like one who does not have people to bury him. 


The Gemara raises an objection against Rav Hisda’s opinion. The 
superfluous term “for her” in the verse “And for his sister a virgin 
who is near to him, who has no husband, for her he becomes 
impure” (Leviticus 21:3) teaches that it is to bury her in her whole 
state that he becomes impure," but he does not become impure 
to bury her limbs." If a limb was severed from her during her lifetime 
he does not tend to it, because he may not become impure to bury 
a limb severed from one of his living relatives, including that of his 
father. However, he may search for a bone that is a barley-grain- 
bulk.’ If he was already impure from his father’s body, he may search 
for and bury a bone that was detached from the corpse, even if it is 
large enough to impart impurity itself. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: He may search for 
a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk? Isn’t this to say that if the 
deceased father is lacking a small part," i.e., a single bone, his son 
the priest becomes impure to bury him? This would contradict Rav 
Hisda’s statement in the name of Rav that he becomes impure to 
bury his father only if he is whole. 


Which is a met mitzva — Mira Na AYE: What is considered a met 
mitzva for whom a priest is commanded to become impure? This 
category includes any Jew found lying along a path, or in a city 
populated by gentiles, where he has no one to bury him, and the 
finder is unable to call upon other Jews to help with his burial. If 
the priest can call upon others, it is forbidden for him to become 
impure, and he must ask those others to handle the burial. If he 
cannot call upon people from where he is, it is forbidden for him 
to leave that place until the corpse has been buried (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Evel 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 374:3). 


To bury her he becomes impure - Navn NIT ab: A priest is 


HALAKHA 
commanded to become impure to bury his father and mother, his 
son and daughter from a Jewish woman, his paternal brother and 
unmarried sister, and his lawful wife. If he becomes impure to bury 
anyone else, he is liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Evel 2:1, 6-7 and 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 373:4). 


But he does not become impure to bury her limbs — 42%) 
mrs) Navn: A priest becomes ritually impure to bury his 
deceased relatives only if they are whole, but not to bury 
one of their bones or for a limb severed from a living relative 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Evel 2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 373:9). 


NOTES 


For his father - vax): The derivation is based on the 
act that the verse states: “For his father” instead of: For 
a father. The wording indicates that he becomes impure 
o bury his father when he is in a whole state (Ramban; 
see Keren Ora). 


f he would call, others would answer him - DANN INP 
piy: Some commentaries explain that if people would 
have come to the deceased had he called out, he is not 
a met mitzva. Alternatively, he is not a met mitzva if the 
person at the point of his death asked people to bury him. 
f they refused to do so, it is a case of met mitzva (Meiri). Yet 
others maintain that this expression means that one who 
ound the body can call upon the assistance of others (see 
Rosh). Some commentaries point out that the phrase in 
he Gemara: And he has a son, proves that it is referring 
o a hypothetical calling out by the deceased himself. 


That if he is lacking a small part — KATS IHN INT: 
Some commentaries maintain that he buries any bone 
hat is a barley-grain-bulk, even if it is missing a part, and 
he certainly buries his father's entire body (Commentary 
on Nazir). Others add that the entire thrust of this baraita 
conflicts with Rav Hisda’s opinion, as it indicates that a 
priest buries his father even if he is lacking a bone. What 
is more, he may even search for the bone itself (Josafot). 
Alternatively, this source indicates that although he may 
not bury his father if he is missing a part, he may do so 
if all the bones are present, even if they are unattached. 
This contradicts Rav Hisda’s opinion that a priest may not 
become impure for his father if his head has been severed 
from his body, even if it is lying nearby (Rabbi Avraham 
min HaHar). 


LANGUAGE 
Valley [pakta] - x79: Pakta is a form of the Aramaic term 
bakta or bikata, meaning valley or plain. It is known from 
other sources that the valley of Aravot lacked sources of 
water, although this did not prevent people from living 
and working there. 


BACKGROUND 
Valley of Aravot - njawa xn: This valley, which was 
apparently well-known in the Talmudic period, was a 
desert land which lay along the route taken by caravans. 
There was no drinking water there, and only in certain 
isolated places did people sell water brought from rivers. 
In addition, it was a place prone to attacks by bandits. 


A bone that is a barley-grain-bulk — miywa oxy: Most of 
the bones in an adult human body are much larger than 
the size of a grain of barley. However, certain small bones 
are similar in size and shape to a sesame seed. These 
bones, known as sesamoids, are found in the joints, and 
the one found in the knee joint is approximately the size 
of a grain of barley, perhaps slightly larger. Bones even 
smaller than these can be found in the bodies of infants 
and fetuses. These smaller bones also cause one who 
comes in contact to them to become ritually impure. 
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NOTES 

As he does not become impure to bury a limb from one 
of his living relatives — »m7 pa 32% by maven igw: Some 
commentaries reject the standard text of the Gemara, in favor 
of an alternative reading, which is similar to the aforemen- 
tioned statement of Rabbi Yehuda (Commentary on Nazir). 
Others accept the standard version, and explain that Rabbi 
Yehuda means that a priest may handle a limb of his dead 
father when searching for it, i.e, while he is occupied with 
his father’s burial (Commentary on Nazir). 


Perek VI 
Daf44 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Ginzak — pw: The Sages identify Ginzak as the biblical 
Gozan (I Chronicles 5:26); however, the location of the city is 
unknown. Some explain that this is the ancient city Ganzak 
which stood south of Lake Urmia. Others hold that it is south 
of the Caspian Sea, while yet others maintain that it is in 
the vicinity of Nahrawan. Apparently, this Jewish center was 
isolated from the primary Jewish centers in Babylonia but 
was important enough for several noteworthy Sages and 
leaders to visit. 


HALAKHA 


When he is whole - ow Kymo pata: A priest may not 
become impure to bury his father or any other relative who 
is missing a limb of any size. He may not gather his bones, 
even if the spine is intact, as he may become impure only 
to bury a whole body. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda in the name of Rav, as Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Elisha and the Elders were there with him, indicating that 
this is a widely held opinion. Additionally, the fact that the 


Gemara notes that the Sages not only maintained this opin- 


ion on a theoretical basis, but acted in accordance with this 
opinion, also indicates that the ruling is in accordance with 
this opinion. Additionally, there is no record of any amora 
who expressly disagrees with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Kesef 
Mishne). Some commentaries (Ramban) maintain that this 


halakha does not apply to one who was missing a limb dur- 


ing his lifetime (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 2:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 373:9). 
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The Gemara answers: No, this presents no difficulty, as that baraita 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As it is taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: “For her he becomes impure” 
(Leviticus 21:3), this indicates that to bury her he becomes impure 
but he does not become impure to bury her limbs, as he does 
not become impure to bury a limb severed from one of his living 
relatives,’ including that of his father. However, he does become 
impure to bury a limb from his dead father. Rav Hisda disagrees 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and rules in accordance with the 
Rabbis, who maintain that a priest may become impure only to 
bury his relative’s whole body. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rav Kahana, 
son of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, said: The words “for her he 
becomes impure” (Leviticus 21:3) indicate that to bury her he 
becomes impure when she is whole, but he does not become 
impure to bury her limbs. This serves to exclude an olive-bulk of 
solid material from a corpse, and an olive-bulk of fluid from a 
corpse, and a full spade of dust from a corpse. 


One might have thought that he may not become impure for 
a spine and a skull, or for most of the skeleton or most of 
the number of bones from his sister’s corpse. Therefore, it is 
written at the beginning of this passage dealing with the impurity 
of priests: “Speak to the priests, the sons of Aaron, and say to them” 
(Leviticus 21:1). The repetition of “speak” and “say” indicates that 
the verse added a different form ofimpurity permitted to a priest. 


One might have thought that he may not become impure to bury 
a spine, or for a skull, or to bury most of the skeleton or most of 
the number of bones of other relatives for whom a priest becomes 

impure. You say in response: Just as his sister is unique in that 

her body is dependent upon the brother tending to her burial, 
and he becomes impure to bury a spine, or to bury a skull, or to 

bury most of her skeleton, or to bury most of her number of 
bones, so too, with regard to every person whose body is depen- 
dent upon him, i.e., his other close relatives, he becomes impure 

to bury a spine, or to bury a skull, or to bury most of his skeleton, 
or to bury most of his number of bones. This presents a difficulty 
for the opinion of Rav that a priest may not become impure to bury 

any relative whose head has been severed. 


The Gemara answers: That baraita also represents the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. And Rav stated his opinion in accordance with 
the opinion of this tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: An incident 
occurred in which the father of Rabbi Yitzhak the priest died in 
Ginzak,® and they came and informed him after three years had 
passed, and he came and asked Rabbi Yehoshua ben Elisha and 
four Elders who were with him whether he was permitted to 
become ritually impure by transferring his father’s remains to his 
ancestral grave, as was the custom. 


And they said to Rabbi Yitzhak that the verse states: “For his 
father” (Leviticus 21:2), which indicates a priest may become 
impure only when his father is whole," and not when he is lacking. 
After three years the father’s body was certainly not whole, and 
therefore his son, a priest, was no longer permitted to become 
impure to bury him. 
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MI S HN A Three types of actions are prohibited 


fora nazirite: Contracting ritual impurity 
: imparted bya corpse, and shaving his hair, and eating or drinking 
any substances that emerge from the vine. There is a greater 
stricture with regard to the prohibitions of impurity and shaving 
than that of substances that emerge from the vine, as impurity 
and shaving negate" his naziriteship, i.e., he must add thirty 
days to his term of naziriteship or start it afresh. But ifhe eats or 
drinks that which emerges from the vine, this does not negate" 
his naziriteship. 


Conversely, there is a greater stricture with regard to substances 
that emerge from the vine than with regard to impurity and 
shaving, as in the case of products that emerge from the vine 
nothing is exempted from its general prohibition" in certain 
circumstances, i.e., there are no exceptions. But with regard to 
impurity and shaving certain cases are exempted from their 
general prohibition. For example, there are the cases of obliga- 
tory shaving," e.g., a leper who was purified during his nazirite- 
ship, and of a corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva]." A 
nazirite may tend to the burial of a met mitzva, despite the fact 
that he will thereby contract ritual impurity from a corpse. 


The mishna adds: And there is a greater stricture with regard to 
impurity than with regard to shaving, as a nazirite's impurity 
negates all" his days of naziriteship and begins his term afresh, 
and he is liable to bring an offering for it, before starting his new 
term of naziriteship. But shaving negates only thirty" days at 
most, and he is not liable to bring an offering for it. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: And perhaps one 


should say that the ritual impurity of a 
nazirite should not be exempted from its general prohibition 
even for a met mitzva, due to an a fortiori inference from the 
prohibition of wine: And if wine, whose prohibition is lighter, 
as it does not negate his naziriteship, is nevertheless not 
exempted from its general prohibition, then with regard to 
impurity, which is stringent, as it does negate his naziriteship, is 
it not logical that it should not be exempted from its general 
prohibition? 


The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states, in addition 
to the general prohibition: “He shall not come near to a dead 
body” (Numbers 6:6), that: “For his father or his mother, for his 
brother or for his sister, he shall not become impure when they 
die” (Numbers 6:7). This verse teaches that it is to bury his father 
or for his mother that he may not become impure; however, he 
becomes impure to bury a met mitzva. 


The Gemara suggests: If so, one can make the reverse argument. 
And let wine be exempted from its general prohibition due 
to an a fortiori inference from the prohibition of impurity: If 
impurity, which negates naziriteship, is exempted from its gen- 
eral prohibition; with regard to wine, which does not negate 
naziriteship, is it not logical that it should be exempted from its 
general prohibition for the sake ofa mitzva, e.g., for one who took 
an oath to drink wine? The Gemara answers: It is for this reason 
that the verse states with regard to a nazirite: “He shall abstain 
from wine and strong drink” (Numbers 6:3). The emphasis on 
the words “wine and strong drink” comes to prohibit obligatory 
wine" like optional wine. 


The Gemara further asks: And let wine negate all his days of 
naziriteship, due to an a fortiori inference from the prohibition 
of impurity: If impurity, which is exempted from its general 
prohibition, negates all of his naziriteship, then with regard to 
wine, which is not exempted from its general prohibition, is 
it not all the more so logical that it should negate his entire 
naziriteship? 


HALAKHA 


As impurity and shaving negate - nyawi 
punio nohan: A nazirite who becomes impure, 
whether purposely, by mistake, or even against his 
will, must negate his entire naziriteship. Likewise, if 
most of his head was shaved in any manner, even 
without his consent, he must add thirty days to his 
term of naziriteship to allow for sufficient hair growth 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:1-3). 


But that which emerges from the vine does not 
negate - NiD iyK [2377 Ja Kyi: A nazirite who eats 
or drinks any product of the vine doesnot negate any 
days of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 6:1). 


As in the case of products that emerge from the 
vine nothing is exempted from its general pro- 
hibition - Yon amn x jaan pa syiw: A nazirite 
is permitted to become impure for a met mitzva. A 
nazirite who is a leper must perform the obligatory 
shaving of a leper. However, a nazirite is prohibited 
from drinking any type of wine, even for a mitzva. 
If one took an oath to drink wine and subsequently 
vowed to be a nazirite, his naziriteship goes into effect 
and overrides the oath. It is certainly prohibited for 
a nazirite to partake of wine for kiddush or havdala, 
as drinking wine while performing these mitzvot is 
obligatory only by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 7:11). 


Obligatory shaving - m2 nnan: A nazirite must 
perform obligatory shaving. In other words, if he 
contracts leprosy and recovers during his period of 
naziriteship, he is required to shave off all his hair 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:15). 


A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] - 
myn: A nazirite must become impure to bury a met 
mitzva. lf he walks along the way and finds a corpse 
in a place where no one else is available to bury it, he 
must become impure and tend to its burial (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:14). 


As impurity negates all — Son DX DUD ANAwA: If 
a nazirite becomes ritually impure, whether ‘purposely, 
by mistake, or against his will, he negates his entire 
naziriteship. He must shave for his impurity and bring 
the offerings of an impure nazirite (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:3). 


But shaving negates only thirty — niio Aye nnam 
owe KN: If most of a nazirite's head was shaved, 
he negates thirty days to enable hair growth, even if 
others shaved him against his will. After this period, 
he completes his term of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:1). 


NOTES 
To prohibit obligatory wine - myn ņ» rior): One 
who took an oath to drink wine and subsequently 
undertook a vow of naziriteship may not drink wine, 
despite the fact that it was previously obligatory for 
him to do so. 
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HALAKHA 


In which the one who renders another impure is not 
like the one who becomes impure - Kayn ma wy xo 
KAWAI: If one causes a nazirite to become impure, and 
the act was done with the intent of both he and the 
nazirite, the one who caused him to become impure 
has violated the prohibition “nor put a stumbling-block 
before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14), and the nazirite is 
flogged (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:20 and 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:5). 


The one who shaves is like the one who is shaved — 
nana nhan ma wy: If one intentionally, and with the 
consent of the nazirite, shaved a nazirite or tore out the 
hair from a nazirite’s head, they are both liable to receive 
lashes (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:11). 


NOTES 

To one who renders impure his consecrated head — 
imo Kaug: The verse does not state: And his con- 
secrated head shall be rendered impure for him, or: And 
they render him impure for his consecrated head (Rivan; 
Rabbi Avraham min HaHar), but: “And he renders impure 
his consecrated head,’ which indicates that the prohibi- 
tion refers only to the nazirite himself (Commentary on 
Nazir). Some commentaries maintain that this halakha is 
derived from the phrase “his consecrated head,’ i.e., his 
naziriteship in which others have no share (Rosh). 


Read into it that he shall not cause a razor to come 
upon — X17 Way? x JF YIP: Some commentaries 
explain that it is as though the verse is read in two differ- 
ent ways, both as: Shall not come upon [/o ya‘avor), and: 
Shall not cause to come upon [lo yaavir] (Commentary on 
Nazir). Others explain simply that the verse does not say: 
A nazirite may not shave, but is written in the passive: “No 
razor shall come upon,’ which indicates that the prohibi- 
tion involves not only the nazirite himself, but anyone 
who performs the act, as no active party is mentioned 
(Rosh). 
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The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states: “But the former 
days shall be void, for his naziriteship was rendered impure” 
(Numbers 6:12). The phrase “for his naziriteship was rendered 
impure” is apparently redundant, as it is clear from the context that 
the verse is referring to an impure nazirite. Rather, this teaches 
that only impurity negates his naziriteship, and wine does not 
negate it. 


The Gemara continues to ask along the same lines: And let shaving 
negate all his naziriteship, due to an a fortiori inference from the 
prohibition of impurity: And if in the case of impurity, in which 
the one who renders another impure is not like the one who 
becomes impure," i.e., one who renders a nazirite ritually impure 
does not perform a transgression, as only the nazirite who contracts 
the impurity has performed a transgression, impurity nevertheless 
negates all his naziriteship; then with regard to shaving, in which 
the one who shaves is like the one who is shaved," as someone 
who shaves a nazirite also performs a transgression, is it not logical 
that it should negate all his naziriteship? 


The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states: “But the former 
days shall be void, for his naziriteship was rendered impure” 
(Numbers 6:12). The emphasis on the phrase “for his naziriteship 
was rendered impure” teaches that impurity negates all, and 
shaving does not negate all. 


The Gemara suggests: But in that case, one can argue the opposite: 
With regard to impurity, let the one who renders another impure 
be like the one who becomes impure, due to an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the prohibition of shaving: If in the case of shaving, 
which negates only thirty days, the one who shaves is like the 
one who is shaved; then, with regard to impurity, which negates 
all, is it not logical that the one who renders another impure 
should be like the one who becomes impure? 


The Gemara responds: Therefore, the verse states: “And if any man 
dies very suddenly beside him, and he renders impure his conse- 
crated head” (Numbers 6:9). This teaches that the prohibition of 
impurity applies only to one who renders impure his consecrated 
head," but not to others who render him impure. 


The Gemara suggests: But if so, one can say the reverse: And with 
regard to shaving, let the one who shaves not be like the one who 
is shaved, due to an a fortiori inference from the prohibition of 
impurity: And ifin the case of impurity, which is stringent in that 
it negates all his naziriteship, the one who renders another impure 
is nevertheless not like the one who becomes impure; then with 
regard to shaving, which negates only thirty days, is it not all the 
more so logical that one who shaves should not be like the one 
who is shaved? 


The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states: “No razor shall 
come upon his head” (Numbers 6:5). Since the verse is written in 
the passive, read into the verse that he, the nazirite himself, shall 
not cause a razor to come upon" his head; and read the verse as 
also referring to any other person, who shall not cause a razor to 
come upon the nazirite’s head. 


The Gemara asks: And let shaving not be exempted from its 
general prohibition in the case of a leper, due to an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the prohibition of wine: And if wine, which does not 
negate naziriteship, is not exempted from its general prohibition; 
then, with regard to shaving, which does negate naziriteship, is it 
not logical that it should not be exempted from its general pro- 
hibition? The Gemara answers: Therefore, the Merciful One states 
with regard to a leper: “That he shall shave all his hair,” and adds: 

“Off his head” (Leviticus 14:9). And the Merciful One further 
states: “And his beard,’ which teaches that he shaves despite the 
prohibition of naziriteship. 
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The Gemara proposes the reverse argument: And let shaving not 
negate naziriteship at all, due to an a fortiori inference from 
the prohibition of wine: And if wine, which is not exempted 
from its general prohibition, does not negate naziriteship; then 
with regard to shaving, which is exempted from its general 
prohibition, is it not logical that it should not negate nazirite- 
ship? The Gemara answers: We require hair growth, and there 
is none at that point. Consequently, the nazirite must necessarily 
wait until his hair is of sufficient length to shave. 


The Gemara asks: And let wine negate thirty days, due to an 
a fortiori inference from the prohibition of shaving: And if 
shaving, which is exempted from its general prohibition, 
nevertheless negates thirty days; then with regard to wine, which 
is not exempted from its general prohibition, is it not logical 
that it should negate thirty days? The Gemara answers: As that 
reason for the halakha that shaving causes a nazirite to negate 
thirty days is only due to hair growth, so that he has sufficient 
hair at the end of his naziriteship to shave, the halakha does not 
apply with regard to wine, since his hair remains in place. The 
nazirite himself has not changed, so the fact that he has drunk 
wine is not sufficient reason to negate any time. 


MISHNA With regard to the shaving of ritual 


impurity performed by a nazirite who 
became impure during his naziriteship, how is it performed?" The 
priest would sprinkle the waters of purification on him on the 
third and the seventh days after he contracted his impurity, as 
performed for all those who contracted impurity imparted by a 
corpse. And he shaves his hair on the seventh day and brings 
his offerings on the eighth day. And if he shaved on the eighth 
day he brings his offerings on that day, this is the statement of 
Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Tarfon said to him: What is the difference 
between this ritual and that of a leper?" A leper also shaves on 
the seventh day and sacrifices his offerings on the eighth. How- 
ever, if a leper shaves on the eighth day he brings his offerings on 
the ninth day, not on the day of his shaving. 


Rabbi Akiva said to him: The purification of this impure nazirite 
depends on his days, as he immerses on the seventh day like all 
those who contract impurity imparted by a corpse, which means 
he is already ritually pure on the eighth day. But with regard to a 
leper, his purification depends on his shaving." Any immersion 
performed earlier is of no account, and must be repeated. And a 
leper brings his offering only if" the sun has set following his 
immersion. Since offerings are not sacrificed at night, the bringing 
of his offering is postponed until the following day. 


HALAKHA 


The shaving of ritual impurity, how is it performed — nan 


TWRW: Ifa nazirite contracted impurity imparted by a corpse, 


he is sprinkled with the waters of purification on the third and 
seventh days of his impurity, he shaves the hair off his head on 
the seventh day, and he subsequently immerses on the seventh 
day, after the sprinkling, like anyone who contracts impurity 
imparted by a corpse. He then waits for sunset, and brings his 
offerings on the eighth day. If he shaved on the eighth day, he 
sacrifices his offerings on the same day. These offerings are two 
turtledoves or young pigeons, one for a sin-offering and the other 


for a burnt-offering, and a sheep in its first year for a guilt-offering. 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:11). 


With regard to a leper, his purification depends on his shaving - 
innana mba inyo yyin: The Rambam explains that the shav- 
ing, immersion, and sprinkling of a leper are not interdependent. 
However, the Ra'avad points out that this ruling is the reverse 
of the statement of the mishna and of other sources. Therefore, 
some commentaries explain that although each of these activities 
does not invalidate the performance of the other parts of the 
ritual, the leper must shave in order to attain ritual purity (Kesef 
Mishne). The Rambam similarly states in Sefer HaMitzvot, positive 
mitzva 11, that the purification of a leper is complete when he 
shaves, and it is only at this stage that he ceases to impart impurity 
to the degree of a dead creeping animal (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara'at 11:4). 


NOTES 


What is the difference between this and a leper - 772 
yyy m pa: Most commentaries explain that a leper 
never brings his offerings on the day he shaves, even 
if it was the eighth day of his purification. Rather, on 
the following day he immerses and sacrifices his offer- 
ings. This is the basis for Rabbi Tarfon’s question with 
regard to the difference between a nazirite and a leper. 
Rabbi Akiva answers that this difference results from the 
respective times suitable for their immersions. Since a 
leper may immerse only after he has shaved, he brings 
his offerings the next day. 

However, other commentaries present an entirely 
different explanation, based on variant versions of this 
discussion in the Torat Kohanim. According to these 
commentaries, Rabbi Akiva maintains that even a leper 
who shaved on the eighth day brings his offerings on 
that day. Therefore, Rabbi Tarfon is not asking why there 
is a difference between a nazirite and a leper in this 
regard. Rather, Rabbi Tarfon is asking whether there is 
any difference at all between the two cases. Rabbi Akiva 
answers that there is a relevant difference for halakha 
between the purifications of a nazirite and a leper, with 
regard to whether this purification is merely tied to the 
act of shaving, as in the case of a leper, or whether it is 
also dependent on his days of impurity (Commentary 
on Nazir). 


And he brings his offering only if — 131p 22 ip) 
j20% xdx: Some commentaries maintain that the hala- 
kha that requires waiting until sunset applies only to a 
nazirite, not to a leper (Commentary on Nazir). Other 
commentaries maintain that this statement is referring 
o a leper, and it is the continuation of the previous 
ruling, as it serves to explain why a leper may bring 
his offerings only on the ninth day if he shaves on the 
eighth. It has been pointed out that even according 
o this interpretation one can explain that this clause 
of the mishna refers even to a nazirite, since a nazirite 
must also bring his offerings in a state of purity, after 
having immersed the day before, as indicated by Rava’s 
statement in the Gemara (Rambam). 
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HALAKHA 


In this case a nazirite who immersed on the seventh day — 
ywawabayy wi: An impure nazirite who was sprinkled with 

the waters of purification on the third and seventh days but 
has not yet immersed must immerse on that day and wait 
until sunset. He brings his offerings on the following day 

(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:13). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rav Natan bar Hoshaya — xwwin 3313 37: A Babylonian 
amora of the second and third generation of amora’‘im, Rav 
Natan bar Hoshaya, also known as Rav Natan bar Oshaya, 
was a colleague of Rav Yehuda and Rav Hisda. He emi- 
grated to Eretz Yisrael, where he became a disciple of Rabbi 
Yohanan and a colleague of Rabbi Elazar. Apparently, he 
lived a very long life, at the end of which he returned to 
Babylonia to study with the Sages of the fourth generation 
of amora’im, including Abaye. The expression: The assembly 
of Rav Natan, suggests that he was the head of an acad- 
emy that may have endured even after his passing. Abaye 
engages in discussion with this assembly here. 
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G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Tarfon accept 

this claim from Rabbi Akiva, or did he not 
accept it? Come and hear an answer to this from that which Hillel 
the amora taught: If a nazirite shaved on the eighth day, he brings 
his offerings on the ninth. And if it should enter your mind that 
Rabbi Tarfon accepted the claim from Rabbi Akiva, let the nazirite 
bring his offerings on the eighth day itself, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. Rather, this baraita is certainly in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, who remains steadfast in 
his rejection of Rabbi Akiva’s opinion. 


Rava said: This is not difficult, i.e., it is possible that Rabbi Tarfon 
accepted Rabbi Akiva’s opinion with regard to a nazirite who 
shaved on the eighth day, and there is a difference between the 
two statements: In this case of the mishna, it is referring to a 
nazirite who immersed on the seventh day," which means that he 
is entirely pure on the eighth and can therefore bring his offerings 
on the same day after shaving. By contrast, in that case of Hillel’s 
baraita, it is referring to one who did not immerse on the seventh. 
Consequently, as he immerses on the eighth day he may sacrifice 
his offerings only after sunset, on the ninth day. 


Q Abaye said: I encountered the members of the assembly of Rav 
Natan bar Hoshaya’ sitting and saying the following: The verse 
states with regard to a man who experiences a gonorrhea-like dis- 
charge [zav] who immerses on the seventh day of his purification: 
“And on the eighth day he shall take for himself two turtledoves or 
two young pigeons and come before the Lord to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting and give them to the priest” (Leviticus 15:14). 
When does he come to the courtyard to sacrifice his offerings? 
Only when he has immersed on the seventh day and performed 
the requirement to wait until sunset. In that case, yes, he brings 
his offerings, but if he has not immersed and has not performed 
the requirement to wait until sunset, no, he may not enter the 
courtyard. 


Apparently, this tanna maintains that one who immersed himself 
that day to release himself from the status of a zav" is considered 
like an actual zav. Just as a zav is prohibited from entering the 
Levite camp in his state of impurity, the same applies to him on the 
day of his immersion, as he must wait until after sunset, when he is 
entirely pure. 


Abaye adds: Upon hearing this, I said to those Sages: If that is so, 
with regard to an impure nazirite too, as it is written: And he 
shall bring them, referring to the verse “And on the eighth day he 
shall bring two turtledoves or two young pigeons to the priest, to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 6:10), this can be 
explained in a similar manner: When does he come to the court- 
yard to sacrifice his offerings? When he has immersed himself and 
performed the requirement to wait until sunset. 


NOTES 


One who immersed himself that day to release himself from 
the status of a zav - 3t bw oY Tav: As specified in the alterna- 
tive versions of the text, a zav would come to the Gate of Nica- 
nor, which was an entrance to the Temple courtyard that was 
not considered part of the camp of the Divine Presence, where 
one lacking atonement was not permitted to enter, but rather, 
was part of the Levite camp. One cannot say that the reason 
this zav who had immersed himself is prohibited from entering 
the Levite camp until sunset is due to the fact that one who 


immersed himself that day is not completely purified from his 
impurity, as the halakha is that one who immersed himself that 
day from the more severe impurity of a corpse is permitted to 
enter the Levite camp (see 45a). Rather, these Sages understood 
that there must be a particular stringency with regard to a zav 
who immersed himself that day, that he retains the status of 
a zav until sunset. The reason for this is that his impurity does 
not stem from an external source, but emerges from his own 
body (Tosafot; Rosh). 
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Abaye continues: Now consider the Gate of Nicanor,™ where 
all those lacking atonement stand to bring their offerings; where 
is it located? In the gates of the Levites. Three camps are detailed 
in the verses, each having its own restrictions as to who may or may 
not enter them (see Numbers, chapter 5). The verses speak of the 
camps of the Jewish people in the wilderness, and the Sages taught 
that the statuses of certain areas of Jerusalem corresponded to 
those camps. The camps in the wilderness were the Israelite camp, 
the Levite camp, and the camp of the Divine Presence. They cor- 
respond to Jerusalem, the Temple Mount, and the Temple itself. 
The Gate of Nicanor had the status of the Levite camp. 


Abaye continues: But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Kelim 1:8) 
that one who is impure due to contact with a corpse is permitted" 
to enter the Levite camp; and not only one impure from a 
corpse, but even a corpse itself may be brought inside the Levite 
camp, as it is stated: “And Moses took the bones of Joseph with 
him” (Exodus 13:19). The baraita explains: What is the meaning 
of “with him”? The phrase “with him” indicates that Joseph’s 
bones were taken within Moses’s boundary, with him in the 
Levite camp. This demonstrates that even a corpse may be brought 
into the Levite camp. If so, certainly a nazirite who was impure 
from contact with a corpse and who has been sprinkled and 
immersed may enter there. Consequently, the halakha that a 
nazirite must wait until the eighth day to sacrifice his offerings 
cannot be due to a prohibition against entering the Gate of 
Nicanor. One can similarly infer that the halakha that a zav who 
has immersed may not bring his offerings before the eighth day is 
not because he is prohibited from entering the Gate of Nicanor. 


Rather, Abaye says:" The baraita should be understood slightly 
differently than suggested by the assembly of Rav Natan bar 
Hoshaya: One who immersed himself that day to release himself 
from the status of a zav, i.e., a full-fledged zav, who experienced 
three emissions, not merely two, is considered like a zav with 
regard to the prohibition against entering the Levite camp. But the 
reason for this prohibition is not that a zav who immersed himself 
that day may not enter the Levite camp. Rather, granted that he is 
permitted to enter the Levite camp in terms of his impurity, even 
so, since he is lacking atonement, as he has yet to sacrifice his 
offerings, he may not enter the Levite camp. 


The Gate of Nicanor — 343799 Ww: This gate, which was the 
main entrance to the Israelite courtyard from the women's 
courtyard in the east, did not have the sanctity of the 
courtyard itself. Instead, it had the lesser sanctity of 
of the Temple Mount. Consequently, it is considered part of 
the Levite camp. The halakhic statuses in the configuration 
of the Temple were based on the encampment of the Jew- 
ish people in the wilderness, which was composed of three 
camps. The Israelite camp corresponds to the city of Jerusalem 
outside the Temple Mount and, according to many authorities, 
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BACKGROUND 
The Gate of Nicanor — 7437799 "ww: The Gate of Nicanor was 
famous for several reasons, including the splendid copper 
artistry of its doors and the miracles surrounding their arrival 
from Egypt (see Yoma 38a). This gate, situated at the entrance 
to the Israelite courtyard of the Temple, was often used as a 
standing area by people who needed to be as close as pos- 
sible to the courtyard without actually entering the sanctified 


area. 


Image of the Gate of Nicanor 


HALAKHA 


One who is impure due to contact with a corpse is permit- 
ted, etc. — 13) Awa 72 Kav: A corpse may be brought onto 
the Temple Mount, an area that corresponds to the Levite 
camp in the desert. This is all the more so true for one who 
was impure due to contact with a corpse; he may enter the 
Levite camp (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:15 
and Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:4). 


NOTES 


here. Many variant versions omit the phrase: Rather, Abaye says, 
and have instead: Actually (Commentary on Nazir), indicat- 
ing that the statement: One who immersed himself that day 
o release himself from the status of a zav is like a zav, is the 
response of the assembly of Rav Natan bar Hoshaya to Abaye. 
n their opinion, a zav who immersed that day is like a zav with 
regard to all matters, and they also maintain that a nazirite can- 
not sacrifice his offerings before sunset if he is impure. However, 
hey claim that the reason in both cases is not because he has 
not yet had the sun set following his immersion, but due to 


sraelite 
he rest 


all walled cities in Eretz Yisrael. The Levite camp, the area where 
the Levites encamped around the Tabernacle, corresponds to 
the Temple Mount, with its courtyards and structures, up to the 
main courtyard. The camp of the Divine Presence was the Tent 
of Meeting in the Tabernacle, and corresponds to the Temple 
itself in Jerusalem, including the Israelite courtyard. 


Rather, Abaye says — "SX v2% Kby: The early commentaries 
present various versions of this passage, which have significant 
implications for the passage as a whole. Most commentaries 
preferred a different version of the text to the one presented 


he fact that he lacks atonement. According to this opinion, 
although ordinary people who have contracted impurity from 
a corpse may enter the Levite camp, a nazirite is prohibited 
rom doing so, as he lacks atonement until he brings his offer- 
ings of purity. 

Other commentaries have a version of the texts that reads: 
Rather, Abaye says that one who immersed himself that day to 
release himself from the status of a zav is not like a zav, as he 
would be permitted to enter if his impurity was merely that of a 
zav. The reason that the baraita prohibits him from entering fur- 
ther than the Gate of Nicanor is that this zav experienced three 


emissions. Consequently, he is obligated to bring offerings, 
which means that he lacks atonement. By contrast, although 
a nazirite who contracts impurity imparted by a corpse is also 
obligated to sacrifice offerings, he is not referred to as lacking 
in atonement, as that term refers only to one whose impurity 
stems from his own body, e.g., a zav or a leper, not one who was 
rendered impure from an external source (Tosafot). 

There are commentaries who uphold the version of the text 
as it stands: Rather, Abaye said, one who immersed himself that 
day to release himself from the status of a zav is considered like 
a zav, and he may not enter the camp of the Divine Presence. 
They explain, in a somewhat forced manner, that this does 
not refer to all types of zavim, but only to one who saw three 
emissions and is obligated to bring an offering. The reason that 
he is prohibited from entering is not his status as a zav but the 
fact that he lacks atonement (Shita Mekubbetzet). According 
to these last two interpretations, Abaye’s rebuttal is based on 
the difference between a zav who saw two emissions and one 
who experienced three, as well as the difference between one 
whose impurity stems from his own body and one who was 
rendered impure from an external source, as explained above. 
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NOTES 
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Abaye elaborates: The reason he may not enter is that the Torah states 

with regard to a zav: “And he shall come before the Lord to the 

entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 15:14), and if he is stand- 
ing in the Levite camp," at the Gate of Nicanor, when he brings his 

offerings, why does the Torah call it “the Tent of Meeting”? Rather, 
this verse must be coming to say: Just as there, with regard to the 

Tent of Meeting itself, i.e., the camp of the Divine Presence, one who 

is lacking atonement may not enter there, so too, with regard to 

the Levite camp as well, one who is lacking atonement may not 

enter there. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that one who lacks 
atonement may not enter there, i.e., the camp of the Divine Presence? 
The Gemara answers: As it is taught in a baraita: The Torah states 
with regard to the prohibition against an impure person entering 
the Tabernacle: “He shall be impure; his impurity is yet upon him” 
(Numbers 19:13). The phrase “he shall be impure” serves to include 
one who immersed himself that day" in the prohibition against 
entering the Temple. “His impurity is yet upon him” serves to 
include one who lacks atonement," who is prohibited from entering 
the camp of the Divine Presence until he has sacrificed his offerings 
of purity. 


MI S H N A With regard to a nazirite’s shaving of purity" 


after the completion of his term of naziriteship, 
how is it performed? He would bring three animals: One for a 
sin-offering, one for a burnt-offering, and one for a peace-offering. 
And he slaughters the peace-offering™ and shaves his hair after he 
slaughters them. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Elazar says: He would shave only after he slaughtered the sin- 
offering, as the sin-offering precedes the other offerings in all places, 
and therefore he sacrifices the sin-offering first. He shaves his hair 
after he slaughters this offering. And if he shaved after the sacrifice 
of any one of the three of them," he has fulfilled his obligation after 
the fact. 


HALAKHA 
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To include one who immersed himself that day - Di’ hav nia: 
Itis prohibited for one who immersed himself that day to enter the 
women's courtyard in the Temple. This halakha applies by rabbinic 
law, as by Torah law he may enter that area, which has the status 
of the Levite camp (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:17 
and Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:6). 


To include one who lacks atonement - 71153 amn niat: It 
is prohibited for one who lacks atonement to enter the Israelite 
courtyard in the Temple, which corresponds to the camp of the 
Divine Presence in the desert. The reason is that this individual has 
not yet been completely purified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 3:7). 


Shaving of purity - 717107 nnan: Upon the completion of his 
term of naziriteship, the nazirite brings three animals for his shav- 
ing of purity: A male lamb for a burnt-offering, a female lamb for a 


sin-offering, and a ram for a peace-offering (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:1). 


He slaughters the peace-offering — own ny uniw: One who 
completed his naziriteship in a state of purity first slaughters his 
sin-offering, then his burnt-offering, and finally his peace-offering, 
after which he shaves. The commentaries explain that this ruling is 
a compromise between the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who maintains 
that the sin-offering takes precedence, and the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda that he shaves after the peace-offering (Kesef Mishne). 
Some authorities maintain that the two tannaʻ'im do not disagree 
in this regard (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:2). 


If he shaved after one of the three of them - nn by riya DX) 
mewn: If a nazirite shaved after slaughtering his sin-offering 
or burnt-offering, without waiting until after he slaughtered his 
peace-offering, he has fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:2). 
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If a nazirite brought three 
animals without specifying" which of them was for which offer- 
ing, the one that is fit for a sin-offering, i.e., a female sheep in its 
first year, is sacrificed as a sin-offering; that which is fit for a 
burnt-offering, a male sheep in its first year, is sacrificed as a 
burnt-offering; and that which is fit for a peace-offering, a ram, 
i.e., a male sheep over the age of one year, is sacrificed as a 
peace-offering. 


G E M ARA The Gemara first addresses the opinion of 


Rabbi Yehuda, whose reasoning was not 
stated in the mishna. The Sages taught that when the Torah states: 
“And the nazirite shall shave his consecrated head at the entrance 
to the Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 6:18), the verse is speaking 
of the peace-offering, as the phrase “the entrance to the Tent of 
Meeting” alludes to a peace-offering, as it is stated: “And if his 
offering is a sacrifice of peace-offering... and he shall slaughter it 
at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:1-2). 


Do you say the verse is speaking of the peace-offering, i.e., 
that the nazirite shaves after bringing his peace-offering? Or 
perhaps it is only teaching that he shaves at the actual entrance 
to the Tent of Meeting, at the gate to the Sanctuary, as indicated 
by a literal reading of the verse? You can say in response: If so, 
that is a degrading manner of service, to shave at the entrance 
to the Sanctuary. 


Rabbi Yoshiya says: This proof is not necessary," as the Torah 
states: “And you shall not ascend by steps to My altar, so that you 
should not reveal your nakedness upon it” (Exodus 20:23). If the 
Torah is concerned about the disrespect to the altar presented by 
normal human behavior, then by an a fortiori inference the Torah 
prohibits acting in a degrading manner by shaving at the entrance 
to the Sanctuary. 


A different version of this derivation is stated in the midrash to 
the Torah portion of Naso. The Torah states: “And the nazirite 
shall shave his consecrated head at the entrance to the Tent of 
Meeting, and shall take the hair of his consecrated head and put 


it on the fire which is under the sacrifice of the peace-offering” 


(Numbers 6:18). Rabbi Yoshiya says: The verse is speaking of the 
peace-offering. Or perhaps it is only teaching that he shaves at 
the actual entrance to the Tent of Meeting? If so, the Torah said: 
“And you shall not ascend by steps to My altar” (Exodus 20:23). 
By an a fortiori inference with regard to this matter it is derived 
that he should not shave at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting. 
Rather, the verse is speaking of the peace-offering. 


Rabbi Yoshiya says it is not necessary — PYY İYN MİX TWN IY: 
Thatis, itis not necessary to derive from here that one may not treat 
the Temple in a degrading manner (Commentary on Nazir). Some 
state that the first tanna maintains that this halakha is derived 
solely by logical reasoning, to which Rabbi Yoshiya replies that this 
is not necessary, as one can learn this by an a fortiori inference from 


an explicit source (Rosh). 


NOTES 

Other commentaries maintain that these explanations are 
forced (Tosafot). They prefer the alternative version, which appears 
in brackets in the text, of halakhic midrash in the Sifrei, according 
to which the first tanna himself is Rabbi Yoshiya, who does not 
say: It is not necessary. Instead, he cites the verse as proof that the 
Torah prohibited acting in a degrading manner toward the Temple 
(Rabbeinu Peretz). 


HALAKHA 


If he brought three animals without specifying — 


vya x5) niaga wow wan: Ifa nazirite brough 


three 


animals without specifying which animal is for which 
offering, the one that is suitable for a sin-offering is for 


a sin-offering, the animal suitable for a burnt-o 
is for a burnt-offering, and the one that is su 


ering 
itable 


as a peace-offering is sacrificed as a peace-o 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:1). 


ering 
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HALAKHA 
The place where he would cook — Swan maw Dipa: 
Nazirites would generally shave their hair and cook their 
peace-offerings in a chamber in the southeast corner 
of the women's courtyard. This chamber is known as 
the nazirite’s chamber (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:3). 


As the entrance to the Tent of Meeting is not open — 
mna Twin bax nna pew: A nazirite may shave only when 

the entrance to the Tent of Meeting is open. However, he 

does not shave at the entrance itself, as this is degrading 

to the Temple, as stated by Abba Hanan (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:3). 


NOTES 

And not a female nazirite - 713 xy: Some commentar- 
ies maintain that Rabbi Shimon Shezuri’s statement is 
unrelated to those of the previous Sages. Others claim 
that Rabbi Shimon Shezuri disagrees with the earlier 
opinions, as he rules that a nazirite must shave at the 
actual entrance to the Tent of Meeting. He therefore 
states that a female nazirite does not do so, as it would 
be immodest for her to shave in a public place. 


Perek VI 
Daf45 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 

Young priests [pirhei khehuna] — nana M8: Kehuna 
means pertaining to the priesthood. Pirhei means some- 
thing young and small in the process of maturation and 
blooming, similar to perah, a flower. The Hebrew word 
efroah and the Aramaic pirhata, meaning chick, are 
likewise derived from the same root. Accordingly, pirhei 
khehuna means young priests. 
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Rabbi Yitzhak says: It is not necessary to cite an indirect proof that 
a nazirite may not shave at the entrance to the Sanctuary, as the 
verse states with regard to a nazirite: “And he shall take the hair of 
his consecrated head and put it on the fire which is under the 
sacrifice of the peace-offering” (Numbers 6:18). The verse is refer- 
ring to one who has not yet performed only the stages of taking 
and placing his shaven hair under the pot of the peace-offering, 
which is outside the Sanctuary. These two stages are the only ones 
he lacks; he does not have to do any other action. That excludes 
this one, a nazirite who shaved at the entrance to the Sanctuary, as 
he has not yet performed three actions, taking, bringing the hair 
from one sanctified area to another, and placing his shaven hair 
under the pot of the peace-offering. 


Some say a different version of this statement. Rabbi Yitzhak says: 
The verse is referring to the peace-offering. He clarifies his asser- 
tion: Do you say the verse is speaking of the peace-offering, or is 
it teaching only that he shaves at the actual entrance to the Tent 
of Meeting? The verse states: “And he shall take the hair of his 
consecrated head and put it on the fire which is under the sacrifice 
of the peace-offering” (Numbers 6:18). This indicates that in the 
same place where he would cook" the peace-offering, outside the 
courtyard, there he would shave. 


Abba Hanan says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer that the verse “And 
the nazirite shall shave his consecrated head at the entrance to the 
Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 6:18) is referring to the time rather 
than the place of his shaving, i.e., this verse teaches that as long as 
the entrance to the Tent of Meeting is not open," he may not 
shave. He may shave only during those hours when the entrance to 
the Sanctuary is open. 


Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: The phrase “And the nazirite shall 
shave his consecrated head at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting” 
does not refer to the place of his shaving. Rather, the masculine 
form of the word nazirite serves to emphasize that this applies to a 
male nazirite and not a female nazirite.. A woman does not shave 
her head in the Sanctuary, 


lest the young priests [pirhei khehuna]' present will become 
aroused by her when she uncovers her hair in their presence. One 
of the other Sages said to Rabbi Shimon Shezuri: According to 
your statement, the case of a sota® will prove that this is not a 
concern, as it is written with regard to her: “And he shall set her 
before the Lord” (Numbers 5:16), and yet we are not concerned 
that perhaps the young priests will become aroused by her when 
her hair is uncovered. 


BACKGROUND 


Sota - mip: The Torah describes the procedure governing the 
sota, a woman who is suspected of adultery by her husband 
(Numbers 5:1-31). First, her husband warns her in the pres- 
ence of witnesses to not seclude herself with a particular man 
about whom he is suspicious. If she disobeys this warning and 
is observed alone with that man, she and her husband can no 
longer live together as a married couple until she has under- 
gone the following ritual to prove her innocence. 

The woman, accompanied by her husband and two Torah 
scholars, is taken to the Temple in Jerusalem and forced by 
the priests to stand in a public place while holding the special 
meal-offering that she is required to bring. There, she is again 
questioned about her behavior. If she continues to protest her 


fidelity and takes an oath to that effect, a scroll is brought and 
he curses mentioned in the Torah with regard to the sota are 
written on it. If she does not admit that she has committed 
adultery, the scroll is submerged in a clay vessel filled with water 
aken from the Temple basin and some earth from the Temple 
floor, and the scroll’s writing is dissolved in the water. She is then 
orced to drink that water. 

If the husband's allegation is true, then in the words of 
he Torah: “Her belly shall swell and her thigh shall fall away” 
(Numbers 5:27), until ultimately she dies from the water's curse. If 
she is innocent, the water will bring her the blessing of children 
and she is permitted to resume normal marital relations with 
her husband. 
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Rabbi Shimon Shezuri said to them: There is a difference between 
a female nazirite and a sota. This one, the nazirite, paints her eyes 
blue [kohelet]’ and applies blush [fokeset]! to her face, and there- 
fore there is a concern that young priests might be aroused by her 
appearance. By contrast, that one, the sota, does not apply blue 
eye shadow and does not apply blush. Since a sota is not beauti- 
fied, but is made to appear wretched and looks disheveled, there 
is no concern that she might arouse the men. 


MI SHN Ana the nazirite shaved off his hair, he 


would take the hair of his consecrated 
head and throw it under the pot in which the peace-offering was 
cooked, where it would burn. And if the nazirite shaved in the rest 
of the country," i.e., outside the Temple, he would not throw" the 
hair under the pot. In what case is this statement said? It is said 
with regard to the shaving of purity. However, with regard to 
the shaving of impurity, i.e., shaving that accompanied his guilt- 
offering and sin-offering of birds after his term of naziriteship was 
interrupted by impurity, he would not throw his hair under the 
pot in which his offerings were cooked, as the Torah stated this 
requirement only for a pure nazirite. 


Rabbi Meir says: Everyone throws his hair under the pot, includ- 
ing a pure nazirite who shaved outside the Temple and an impure 
nazirite, except for an impure nazirite who shaved in the rest of 
the country. In that case alone he refrains from throwing his hair 


to be burned beneath his offering. 
G E M A The mishna states that he would take the 
hair ofhis consecrated head. The Sages 
taught: And afterward, after cooking the peace-offering, he takes 
the gravy [rotev]™ in which the offering had been cooked, places 
it on the shaven hair of his consecrated head, and throws the 
hair under the pot of his peace-offering. And if he threw his 
hair under the pot of the sin-offering or the guilt-offering," he 
has fulfilled his obligation after the fact. The Gemara expresses 
surprise at this statement: Is there a guilt-offering brought by a 
pure nazirite? Only an impure nazirite brings a guilt-offering. 
Rava said that this is what the tanna said, i.e., meant: And if an 
impure nazirite threw his hair under the pot of the guilt-offering, 
he has fulfilled his obligation. 


LANGUAGE 


Applies blush [pokeset] — nppis: From the Greek põxoç, 
fukos, meaning red paint or cream, or in this case blush, a 
red cosmetic. Some claim the Greek term is derived from the 
Hebrew pokh. 


Gravy [rotev] — avin: Rotev refers to the fat or other juices that 
drip from cooked meat, principally from a roast. Some com- 
mentaries explain that the equivalent term marak in the Bible 
does not refer to the sauce that one adds to meat for cooking, 
but to the liquid that exudes from the meat itself when cooked. 


NOTES 


And if he shaved in the rest of the country - nyaa nb DM: 
As previously stated, a nazirite need not shave at the entrance 
to the Temple. Although it was customary for nazirites to shave 
and cook their peace-offerings in the nazirites’ chamber in 
the women's courtyard, this is not obligatory. Opinions differ 
with regard to the meaning of the term: Rest of the country. 
Some maintain that it refers to anywhere in Eretz Yisrael out- 
side the Temple, including other parts of Jerusalem (Tosafot). 
Others contend that it means only the parts of Jerusalem 
outside the Temple, as the nazirites were obligated to cook 
and eat their peace-offerings in the city (Meiri; Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura). 


He takes the gravy - Abiv7 nie pin The nazirite cooks or 
overcooks his peace- offering. “after taking gravy from the meat 
and placing it on the shaven hair, he throws the hair under 
the pot of the peace-offering (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:2). 


HALAKHA 


In the rest of the country he would not throw — x ayaa 
nwn mit: The reason for this halakha is that if he were to shave 
outside of Jerusalem he would have to bring his hair to the 
Temple, and as stated previously (45a) he must perform only two 
actions, taking and placing, not bringing. Some commentaries 
explain that this is derived from a straightforward reading of the 
verses, which indicate that the nazirite must shave and burn his 
hair in the same place where the peace-offering is cooked. An 
alternative version reads: Would throw (Rambam; see Jerusalem 
Talmud). The commentaries explain that according to this ver- 
sion the fact that he does not bring his hair to the Temple is not 
a problem, as this is not an essential part of the ritual (Meiri). 


Under the pot of the sin-offering or guilt-offering - 71777 nnn 
DUN) NKUN by: If an impure nazirite threw his hair under the 
pot “of his guilt- offering, or if a pure nazirite threw it under the 
pot of his sin-offering, he has fulfilled his obligation, as stated in 
the baraita, in accordance with the statement of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:14; 8:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Paints her eyes blue [kohelet] - nbmis: The eye shadow 
described here is kohl, apparently a black-blue color that 
was derived from the mineral stibnite, Sb.S3. This was a 
cosmetic prepared from ground stibnite crystals used by 
women to accentuate the eyes and make them appear 
larger. 


Stibnite 


Ancient kohl tube 


Ancient kohl applicator 
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NOTES 


Part of his sacrifice must be under the hair — xm inam 
vann: The derivation is based on the apparently superflu- 
ous term “sacrifice,” which indicates that a portion of the 
offering must be under the rest of it, i.e., in the fire beneath 
the pot (Rosh). 


Overcook it [sholkan] - miw: There are different opinions 
with regard to the meaning of this term. Some explain that 
shelika means cooking very lightly (Commentary on Nazir; 
Rabbeinu Todros), whereas others maintain the reverse, that 
it refers to something cooked more than the usual amount 
(Tosafot; Rosh; Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). In 
any case, everyone agrees that although shelika differs from 
regular cooking, it is still classified as cooking. Consequently, 
any discussion concerning cooking invariably refers to shelika 
as well. 


And afterward the nazirite is permitted - m7 73 10%) 
‘iat: Some commentaries maintain that this ruling, that the 
nazirite must finish the entire ritual before he may drink wine, 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar (Tosafot; see 
46a). The Hazon Ish infers from the Rambam that although the 
nazirite retains his nazirite status until he has completed the 
ritual, he is permitted in practice to drink wine and become 
impure from a corpse after the sprinkling of the blood of one 
of the offerings, as the mishna proceeds to explain. 
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The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived, that 
he must pour gravy from the offering over his hair? Rava said that 
as the verse states: “And he shall take the hair of his consecrated 
head and put it on the fire which is under the sacrifice of the 
peace-offering” (Numbers 6:18), this indicates that part of his 
sacrifice must be under the hair." 


With regard to the statement of the baraita: And if he threw 
his hair under the pot of the sin-offering he has fulfilled his 
obligation, the Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The 
Gemara answers that the verse states: “The sacrifice of the peace- 
offering,” when it could simply have stated: The peace-offering. 
This serves to include the sin-offering and the guilt-offering, 
which are also sacrifices. The Gemara asks: But you have already 
derived from this term “sacrifice” that he must pour part of the 
gravy of the peace-offering over his hair. The Gemara answers: If 
so, let the verse say explicitly: From the gravy of the peace- 
offering. Why does it state: “Sacrifice”? Learn from here that it 
serves to include the sin-offering and the guilt-offering. 


The Gemara questions this statement from a different perspective: 
And one can say that this verse comes entirely to teach about 
the sin-offering and guilt-offering, and it does not refer to 
the gravy at all. The Gemara answers: If so, let it state: Peace- 
offering and a sacrifice; for what reason does it write: “The 
sacrifice of the peace-offering”? Conclude two conclusions 
from the verse. 


§ The Sages taught (Tosefta 4:6): All nazirites would throw their 
hair under the pot, except for an impure nazirite who shaved 
in the rest of the country, because that one’s hair is buried." 
This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: Pure 
nazirites, whether they are here or there, inside or outside the 
Temple, would throw" their hair under the pot; impure nazirites, 
whether here or there," would not throwit. And the Rabbis say: 
None would throw their hair under the pot, except for a pure 
nazirite in the Temple, because only in that case is the mitzva 
performed properly, as commanded by the Torah. 


Th iri Id k th - 
MISHNA e — wou ene t e peace 


offering" or overcook it," i.e., cook it 
thoroughly. The priest takes the cooked foreleg" from the ram, 
and one unleavened loaf from the basket, and one unleavened 
wafer, and places them on the palms of the nazirite and waves 
them, as described in the Torah (Numbers 6:19-20). And after- 
ward the nazirite is permitted" to drink wine and to contract 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. 


HALAKHA 


Because his hair is buried — 13/72 www 1393: No benefit may 
be derived from the hair of an impure nazirite, whether he 
shaved inside or outside the Temple. Instead, the hair must be 
buried. If it is burned, its ashes are forbidden, like the ashes of 
all forbidden items that require burial (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:11, 13-14). 


Here or there they would throw — pnbwn PIIKIN: A pure 
nazirite throws his hair under the pot, whether he shaved inside 
or outside the Temple, as maintained by both Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Meir, in accordance with the Rambam's version 
of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:3 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


Impure nazirites here or there — 1X3) {3 PRAY: An impure 
nazirite need not throw his hair under the fire after he shaves, 


in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:14). 


Cook the peace-offering, etc. - ^d) onbwa ny Swan: A 
nazirite may cook or overcook his peace-offering, as he chooses 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:2). 


Takes the cooked foreleg, etc. - 151 mwa vit nx bois: The 
priest takes the cooked foreleg from the ram of the peace- 
offering, one unleavened loaf, and one unleavened wafer from 
the basket and places them on the palms of the male or female 
nazirite, together with the breast, thigh, and sacrificial parts 
of the offering. He then places his hands under those of the 
nazirite and waves the items. After this has been performed, 
the nazirite is permitted to drink wine and to contract impurity 
imparted by a corpse (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:4 
and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:9). 
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Rabbi Shimon says: Once the blood of one of the offerings 
has been sprinkled on the nazirite’s behalf," the nazirite is per- 
mitted to drink wine and to contract ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse. The rest of the ritual is not indispensable for his 
purification. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught: It states at the end of the 


passage dealing with naziriteship: “And 
after that the nazirite may drink wine” (Numbers 6:20), which 
means after all the actions, i.e., after he has sacrificed all the offer- 
ings and shaved, thereby completing the entire ritual of a nazirite. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. And the Rabbis say: After 
a single action. He may drink wine after sacrificing one offering, 
even if he has yet to shave, as shaving is not indispensable for being 
permitted to drink wine. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the reason of the Rabbis? It is 
written here: “And after that the nazirite may drink wine,” and 
it is written there, in the previous verse: “And the priest shall 
take the cooked foreleg...and place it on the palms of the nazirite 
after he has shaven his naziriteship” (Numbers 6:19). Itis derived 
by verbal analogy: Just as there the term “after” means after a 
single action, i.e., shaving, here too, the term “after” means after 
a single action, sacrificing one offering. 


The Gemara asks: Perhaps one can say that a nazirite is not permit- 
ted to drink wine until there are both actions, i.e., sacrificing an 
offering and shaving, as implied by a straightforward reading of the 
verse. The Gemara answers: If so, why do I need this verbal anal- 
ogy? It must be teaching that a nazirite can drink wine after the 
performance of a single action. 


§ Rav said: The priest’s lack of waving of the offering of a nazirite 
precludes the release of the prohibitions of his naziriteship. The 
Gemara asks: According to whose opinion did Rav state this 
halakha? If we say that he spoke in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, this is difficult, as the Rabbis say that even lack of 
shaving does not preclude the completion of his naziriteship. Is 
it necessary, then, to state that waving," which is not indispensable 
in the case of other offerings, is not essential for the ritual of a 
nazirite? 


Rather, will you say that it is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, who permits a nazirite to drink wine only after he 
has completed the entire ritual? This is obvious; didn’t Rabbi 
Eliezer say that he is permitted to drink wine only after all the 
actions are completed? The Gemara answers that the statement 
is necessary, lest you say: Since with regard to the atonement 
effected by all other offerings, waving is considered a peripheral 
aspect of the mitzva, i.e., one achieves atonement even if he did 
not perform the ritual of waving, here too its lack does not pre- 
clude the release of a nazirite’s prohibitions. Rav therefore teaches 
us that according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer waving is essential 
in the case of a nazirite. 


HALAKHA 


Once the blood of one of the offerings has been sprinkled on 
his behalf — oaa pa Ty Woy paw 13a: As soon as the blood of 
one of a nazirite’s offerings has been sprinkled on his behalf, he is 
permitted to drink wine and to contract ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse. His shaving is not an indispensable feature of his 
ritual, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon and the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:5). 


Is it necessary to state that waving — x72" ma: Even if the 
priest did not place the items on the nazirite’s palms and did 
not wave them, this requirement is peripheral to the mitzva, 
i.e. it is not essential to the ritual. Consequently, he is no longer 
bound by the prohibitions of naziriteship as soon as the blood 
of one of his offerings has been sprinkled (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:5). 
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HALAKHA 
Whether he has palms, etc. — 1210993 wow pa: Ifa nazirite 
lacks palms, or if he was entirely bald, nevertheless he may 
sacrifice his offerings, despite the fact that he cannot wave 
or shave, respectively (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
8:5). 


An entirely bald nazirite - pin W: An entirely bald 
nazirite does not have to pass a razor over his head. The 
halakha follows Beit Hillel, in accordance with the Tosefta 
and the Gemara in tractate Yoma (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:5). 


Does not have a thumb, etc. — 1317) 73 #5 px: A leper who 
is missing his right thumb, the big toe of his right foot, or his 
right ear can never be ritually purified, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 5:1). 


NOTES 


He has no remedy - mpa b px: In other words, Rabbi 
Eliezer, who holds that shaving is essential to the ritual, main- 
tains that this nazirite cannot perform the purification rite 
at all. According to the Rabbis, Beit Shammai mean that he 
has no way of remedying this particular mitzva of shaving 
(Tosafot). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty against Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion: 
And does a lack of waving preclude the performance of the 
purification ritual of a nazirite? But isn’t it taught in a baraita 
(Tosefta 1:5): The inclusive phrase: “This is the law of the 
nazirite,’ (Numbers 6:21) teaches that all nazirites are bound 
by the same halakha, whether he has palms," or whether he 
does not have palms. Since one who is lacking palms certainly 
cannot wave, this indicates that waving is not essential. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: But what about that which is 

taught in a similar baraita (Tosefta 1:5): “This is the law of 
the nazirite” whether he has hair or whether he does not have 

hair; so too, will you explain that lack of shaving does not pre- 
clude the ritual in the case of one who has no hair? But isn’t it 

taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:6): With regard to an entirely bald 

nazirite," who cannot shave his hair with a razor as required, Beit 

Shammai say: He need not pass a razor over his head, and Beit 

Hillel say: He must pass a razor over his head. 


And Ravina said: What is the meaning of the term: Need not, 
stated by Beit Shammai? It means that he need not shave, 
and he has no remedy," and he has no way to complete his 
naziriteship. This indicates that according to Beit Hillel he 
does have a remedy, i.e., he can pass a razor over his head and 
thereby fulfill the mitzva, despite the fact that he does not have 
any hair. Similarly, one can say that Rabbi Eliezer holds that 
waving is indispensable, and when the baraita states: Whether 
he has palms or whether he does not have palms, could mean 
that waving is indispensable. 


The Gemara adds: And this interpretation, that Beit Shammai 
and Rabbi Eliezer maintain one who is unable to perform the 
action mandated by the Torah has no remedy and cannot com- 
plete his naziriteship, is in accordance with a statement of Rabbi 
Pedat. As Rabbi Pedat said: Beit Shammai and Rabbi Eliezer 
said the same thing, i.e., they follow the same principle. 


To what statement of Rabbi Eliezer is Rabbi Pedat referring? As 
it is taught in a baraita: A leper who does not have a thumb" or 
big toe, upon both of which he must place the blood and oil of 
his purification ritual (Leviticus 14:14) can never attain ritual 
purity. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Shimon 
says: The priest puts it on the spot of the missing thumb, and 
the leper thereby fulfills his obligation. The Rabbis say: Let 
him put it on the left thumb and thereby fulfill his obligation. 
According to Rabbi Pedat, Rabbi Eliezer and Beit Shammai both 
maintain that if the ritual cannot be performed in the precise 
manner delineated, one cannot fulfill his obligation and has no 
remedy. This is one version of the discussion. 


The Gemara cites another version of this discussion. Some say 
that Rav said: The priest’s lack of waving of the offering of a 
nazirite precludes the release of the prohibitions of his nazirite- 
ship. The Gemara asks: According to whose opinion did he state 
this halakha? If we say that he spoke in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, this is obvious; didn’t Rabbi Eliezer 
say that he is permitted to drink wine only after all his actions, 
including waving? Rather, you will say that Rav spoke in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. However, this too is 
puzzling: Now that one can say that with regard to shaving, a 
central part of the naziriteship ritual, the Rabbis say that its 
omission does not preclude the fulfillment of his ritual, is it 
necessary to state that waving is not essential? 
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The Gemara asks: And doesn’t the lack of waving preclude a nazirite’s 
ritual? But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:5): The inclusive 
phrase: “This is the law of the nazirite,” teaches that whether he has 
palms or whether he does not have palms waving is always required, 
and a nazirite is not exempted by a lack of palms. The Gemara 
questions this interpretation of the baraita. But what about that 
which is taught in the same baraita (Tosefta 1:5): “This is the law of 
the nazirite,’ whether he has hair or whether he does not have hair; 
so too, will you say that the lack of shaving precludes his ritual? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta 1:6): With regard to an entirely 
bald nazirite, Beit Shammai say: He need not pass a razor over his 
head, and Beit Hillel say: He must pass a razor over his head. This 
baraita indicates that even according to the opinion of Beit Hillel a 
nazirite does not have to actually shave. Rabbi Avina said: What is 
the meaning of: He must, as stated by Beit Hillel? It means that he 
must shave, and if he fails to do so he has no remedy," and can never 
drink wine. 


Conversely, according to the opinion of Beit Shammai he has a 
remedy, as he does not have to use a razor at all. And this interpre- 
tation disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Pedat. Rabbi Pedat claims 
that both Beit Shammai and Rabbi Eliezer maintain that if the ritual 
cannot be performed in the precise manner delineated, one cannot 
fulfill his obligation and has no remedy. By contrast, Rabbi Avina 
contends that Beit Shammai exempt the nazirite from this obligation, 
while Beit Hillel say that he has no remedy. 


MI S H N A As taught earlier (45a) the nazirite shaves after 


having brought one, or all, of his offerings. 
This mishna discusses what the halakha is if the offering was found 
to be invalid after the nazirite had shaved. Ifa nazirite shaved based 
upon the requisite offering, and afterward the offering was found 
to be invalid" for any reason, his shaving is invalid and his offerings 
do not count" toward the fulfillment of his obligation. If he shaved 
based upon the sin-offering, that was found to have been sacrificed 
not for its own sake," which invalidates the offering, and afterward 
he brought his other offerings for their own sake, his shaving is 
invalid and his other offerings do not count toward the fulfillment 
of his obligation. If he shaved based upon the requisite burnt- 
offering" or having brought the requisite peace-offering, and these 
were offered not for their own sake, and afterward he brought his 
remaining offerings for their own sake, his shaving is invalid and 
his offerings do not count toward the fulfillment of his obligation. 


Rabbi Shimon says: In the case of one who shaved based upon a 
burnt-offering or a peace-offering that was sacrificed not for its own 
sake, that offering, which was performed incorrectly, does not count 
toward the fulfillment of his obligation; however, his other offerings 
do count. And everyone agrees that if he shaved based upon all 
three of them," i.e., he brought all three offerings, without specifying 
which offering he is basing his shaving upon, and even one of them 
was found valid, his shaving is valid, but he must bring the other 
offerings in order to fulfill his obligation. 


G E M ARA Rav Adda bar Ahava said: That is to say that 


Rabbi Shimon maintains that a nazirite 
who shaved based upon voluntary peace-offerings has fulfilled 
his obligation. A peace-offering that was sacrificed not for its own 
sake does not count toward the fulfillment of one’s obligation but is 
considered a voluntary gift-offering. It is clear from the mishna that 
Rabbi Shimon maintains that shaving based upon any valid offering, 
even a peace-offering of this type, is effective. What is the reason for 
this? It is as the verse states: “And put it on the fire which is under 
the sacrifice of the peace-offering” (Numbers 6:18), and it is not 
written: On his peace-offering. This indicates that he fulfills his 
obligation with any type of peace-offering. 
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Beit Hillel means that he must and he has no remedy - 
mpo b PRIPW, Yby ma: According to this interpretation, 

the Rabbis agree with Beit Hillel that waving is similar to 

the indispensable task of shaving. Consequently, one 

who lacks palms has no way of resolving this issue and 

completing his naziriteship. 


And his offerings do not count, etc. - 151 by sb vyan: 
Many commentaries explain that even the offerings he 
sacrifices later do not count toward his obligation, as he 
is required to observe another term of naziriteship, hav- 
ing shaved before sacrificing any of his offerings. It is as 
though he has brought the offerings during the middle 
of his naziriteship term (Tosafot). Others maintain that 
this refers only to the offerings he sacrificed before he 
became aware of the invalidation (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 


If he shaved based upon the offering and it was found 
invalid — bype KYA naa by mbs: If a nazirite shaved 
based upon a peace- offering that was later discovered 
to be invalid, his shaving is invalid. It is considered as 
though he shaved during his term of naziriteship, and he 
must therefore add thirty days to it. Likewise, his offerings 
do not count toward fulfilling his obligation. He must 
bring his naziriteship offerings again, after observing 
the additional thirty days (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:8, 11). 


If he shaved based upon the sin-offering that was sac- 
rificed not for its own sake - maw sow oxen by mha: 
If a nazirite shaved based upon a sin-offering that was 
later found to have been sacrificed not for its own sake, 
then even if he subsequently sacrificed the burnt-offering 
and peace-offering in the proper manner his shaving is 
invalid and his offerings do not count toward fulfilling his 
obligation (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:8, 11). 


If he shaved based upon the burnt-offering, etc. - rho 
^D) aia by: If a nazirite shaved based upon his burnt- 
offering or peace-offering and later they were discovered 
to have been sacrificed not for their own sake, then even 
if he sacrificed the other offerings in the proper man- 
ner his shaving is invalid and his offerings do not count 
toward fulfilling his obligation (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:9). 


If he shaved based upon all three of them — by rhs 
ww: Ifa nazirite shaved based upon his three offerings, 
his shaving is valid even if only one of them was sacrificed 
for its own sake. However, he must bring his other offer- 
ings and sacrifice them in the proper manner (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:10). 
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And be purified — 770%: In the Jerusalem Talmud this is 
understood to mean that he brings his offerings after he is 
purified, an explanation which is accepted by most commen- 
taries. Others conclude that as the Torah requires a nazirite, 
not a former nazirite, to bring offerings in a state of purity, 
the nazirite can send his offerings with a messenger who 
is ritually pure (Rid). According to this opinion, the mishna's 
statement is straightforward: He brings his offerings and after- 
ward becomes purified. 


HALAKHA 
Let him bring the rest of his offerings and be purified - x2» 
VI PNA Ww: If the blood of one of a nazirite’s offerings 
was sprinkled on his behalf and he subsequently contracted 
impurity, he does not negate any of his naziriteship. Instead, 
he brings the rest of his offerings once he is purified (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Of Tarmod [Tarmodit] - mtina: A Tarmodit, or Tadmorit, 
refers to someone from the oasis city of Tadmor, also known as 
Palmyra, located in Syria. The Bible relates that King Solomon 
built and fortified this city (| Kings 9:18). Apparently there 
was a Jewish community there from at least the days of the 
Second Temple and into the talmudic period. 


Ruins of Palmyra 
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MISHNA Yai regard to one on whose behalf 


the blood of one of his nazirite offerings 
was sprinkled on the altar, and he became ritually impure before 
bringing the rest of his offerings, Rabbi Eliezer says: His impurity 
negates the entire tally, and he remains a nazirite. And the Rabbis 
say: Let him bring the rest of his offerings and be purified.“ 
The Rabbis said to Rabbi Eliezer: An incident occurred involving 
Miriam of Tarmod! who was a nazirite, that the blood of one 
of her offerings was sprinkled on her behalf, and they came 
and told her that her daughter was mortally ill. And she went 
and found that her daughter was dead, and thereby contracted 
impurity. And the Rabbis said: Let her bring the rest of her 
offerings and be purified. 


G E M ARA It is taught in the mishna: Rabbi Eliezer 


says that this negates the entire tally. The 
Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabbi Eliezer say (16b): With regard 
to any nazirite who became ritually impure after the completion 
of his term, this negates only seven days. Rav said: What does: 
Negates, that Rabbi Eliezer said in the mishna here mean? It 
means that his impurity negates all his offerings. Rabbi Eliezer 
did not mean that the nazirite must count his entire term of 
naziriteship afresh; rather, he must bring all his offerings a second 
time, including the one whose blood was sprinkled before he 
became impure. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable that this is the 
meaning of Rabbi Eliezer’s statement, as the mishna later teaches: 
And the Rabbis said: Let her bring the rest of her offerings and 
be purified. Learn from here that they disagree only with regard 
to the offerings, but not the naziriteship itself. 


The Gemara cites the rest of the mishna, which also indicates 
that the tanna’im disagree with regard to the offerings. And an 
incident also occurred involving Miriam of Tarmod, that the 
blood of one of her offerings was sprinkled on her behalf, and 
they came and notified her that her daughter was mortally ill. 
And she went and found that her daughter was dead, and thereby 
contracted impurity. And the Rabbis said: Let her bring the 
rest of her offerings and be purified. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, learn from the mishna that this is so. 
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In this chapter, the Gemara concluded that a nazirite is liable to receive lashes for 
eating or drinking any grape product. This includes those parts that are not usually 
consumed, as well as the main part of the fruit. However, branches, which are never 
consumed, are excluded. One is liable to be punished for violating the prohibition 
of eating a grape product if he eats an olive-bulk, while the minimum amount for 
incurring liability for drinking wine or wine vinegar is a quarter-log. Although the 
ingestion of all grape products is technically a single prohibition, the Torah imposes 
separate punishments of lashes for the consumption of different items. 


With regard to shaving, a nazirite who removes even a single hair is liable to receive 
lashes. A nazirite is also liable to receive lashes if another person removes a hair from 
his head, if this was done with his consent. This is the case whether the hair was 
cut with an instrument or removed manually. Nevertheless, the naziriteship term 
is negated and considered interrupted only if most of the nazirite’s head was shaved 
with a razor or a similar implement. At the end of his naziriteship term, the individual 
is obligated to shave his entire head, and the performance of this mitzva is invalid if 
he leaves even two hairs on his head. This shaving of purity must be performed with 
a razor, like the shaving of a leper. 


The three prohibitions of naziriteship, namely the consumption of products of the 
grapevine, shaving, and contracting ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, differ 
with regard to those occasions when they are suspended. For example, a nazirite 
who becomes a leper must shave for his ritual purification from his leprosy, and he 
is permitted to contract impurity to tend to a corpse with no one to bury it [met 
mitzva]. By contrast, a nazirite may never drink wine. There are other differences 
between the three prohibitions: If a nazirite becomes impure, his entire term of 
naziriteship is negated, and he must bring offerings for his impure naziriteship before 
starting naziriteship afresh. Conversely, if a nazirite shaves, his term of naziriteship 
is not negated. However, he must wait thirty days for his hair to grow again, even if 
he was shaved against his will. Finally, if a nazirite drinks wine, his term continues 
uninterrupted, although he is liable to receive lashes. This is the case even if he did 
so intentionally. 


Once a nazirite’s term has been completed, he brings the offerings of a pure nazirite. 
If the blood of even one of his offerings has been sprinkled on the altar in the proper 
manner, his purification is complete after the fact and the prohibitions of a nazirite 
no longer apply to him. In this case he must still bring the other required offerings. 


Other matters discussed in this chapter in connection with these topics include the 
halakhot of permitted food combining with forbidden substances, the principle that 
a forbidden substance imparts a taste to the permitted food, and the prohibition 


Summary of 
Perek VI 
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against rounding the head in a situation when shaving is required. Additionally, the 
chapter considered various issues associated with a priest contracting ritual impu- 
rity from a corpse, e.g., when exactly he may come into contact with a corpse of a 
close relative. The Gemara also discussed the differences between various ways of 
contracting impurity imparted by a corpse: Direct contact, concurrent contact, and 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse in a tent. 


Finally, the chapter analyzed exegetical principles such as a detail, a generalization, 
and a detail, and the like. 
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All the days that he consecrated himself to the Lord he shall not 
come near to a dead body. He shall not become defiled for his 
father, or for his mother, for his brother, or for his sister, when they 
die; because his naziriteship to God is upon his head. 


(Numbers 6:7) 


And the Lord said to Moses: Speak to the priests the sons of 
Aaron, and say to them: None shall defile himself for the dead 
among his people, except for his kin, that is near to him, for his 
mother, and for his father, and for his son, and for his daughter, 
and for his brother, and for his sister a virgin, that is near to him, 


that has had no husband, for her may he defile himself. 


(Leviticus 21:1-3) 


And the priest that is highest among his brothers, upon whose 
head the anointing oil is poured, and that is consecrated to put on 
the garments, shall not let the hair of his head go loose, nor rend 
his clothes; neither shall he go in to any dead bodies, nor defile 
himself for his father, or for his mother. 

(Leviticus 21:10-11) 


This chapter investigates the details of the prohibition against a nazirite becoming 
ritually impure from a corpse. This restriction is not limited to a nazirite, as it is 
also incumbent upon common priests and the High Priest to avoid the impurity 
of corpses. Additionally, one who is impure may not enter the Temple precincts or 
partake of sacrificial meat. To a certain extent, the discussions in this chapter involve 
a comparison between the halakhot pertaining to a priests and those pertaining to 
a nazirite. 


The phenomenon of impurity from a corpse involves a range of halakhot and various 
measurements with regard to the ritual impurity of different body parts. Furthermore, 
the methods of contracting impurity from a corpse, i.e., through contact, carrying, 
and in a tent, are governed by separate halakhot. 


The chapter addresses the issue of which types of ritual impurity from a corpse cause 
a nazirite to negate his naziriteship term. The status of a nazirite afflicted with leprosy 
is also considered. 


A comparison between the prohibitions against a nazirite and a priest contracting 
ritual impurity from a corpse gives rise to certain questions: How should these 
individuals behave when they come across a corpse with no one available to bury it 
[met mitzva]? Does the sanctity of the priest take precedence over that of the nazirite 
in this situation, or vice versa? The chapter also discusses other matters concerning 
impurity from a corpse, including various states of impurity established by rabbinic 
law. 
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Perek VII 


215 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek VII 
Daf47 Amuda 


pegon pes vig) vin > ONA 
mya na? prawn bag Pap? 
TUTSA np YIN JIA pI YT 
sayy DNI bina pai naw rite tag 
DKT KAD DIK DAIM I 

VT [713 Kaw 


iy yp way sty 131075 wx 
yy nie? xy inn Dy jap wa 
5 yay sna dy p wan ea 
Diy NOTR inwrtp prew M NAW 
Dy nest inestpw i2 KAW DY) 


sap — yin dis i saywa 193 
ayy vig Tap sm ayy Ti fi 


npea java mon 


MI SHNA? High Priest and a nazirite may not 


become ritually impure even to bury their 
deceased relatives." However, they become impure to bury a 
corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva]."® If one of them 
comes across the corpse ofa Jew, and there is nobody else available 
to bury it, he must bury the body. If a High Priest and a nazirite 
were walking along the way and they found a met mitzva, and 
one of them can tend to the burial by himself, Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Let the High Priest become impure, and do not let the nazirite 
become impure. And the Rabbis say: Let the nazirite become 
impure, and do not let even a common priest become impure." 


Rabbi Eliezer said to the Rabbis: It is preferable to let the 
priest become impure, as he does not bring an offering for 
his impurity, and do not let the nazirite become impure, as 
he brings an offering for his impurity. The Rabbis said to him: 
On the contrary, let the nazirite become impure, as his sanctity 
is not permanent, and do not let a priest become impure, as 
his sanctity is permanent."" 


G E M ARA In light of the mishna’s dispute between 

Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis, the Gemara 
compares the status of various individuals. Granted, with regard 
to a High Priest and a nazirite, one can explain the dispute as 
follows. This Sage, the Rabbis, holds that it is preferable that a 
High Priest remain ritually pure, as his sanctity is permanent. And 
this Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that it is preferable that a nazirite 
remain ritually pure, as he is obligated to bring an offering for his 
impurity. 


Additionally, if the two walking together were a High Priest 
anointed with the anointing oil, as was performed during the 
First Temple period, 


BACKGROUND 


A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] — mira Ma: It is 
an important religious obligation to take part in the burial of the 
dead. If the deceased has no acquaintances or relatives to bury 
him, everyone is obligated to assist in his burial. The halakha is 
that a corpse with no one available to bury it acquires its place, i.e., 
the body must be interred where it was found. This is the halakha 
provided that it is situated in a dignified location. Otherwise, the 


And do not let a common priest become impure - Kay by) 
virt ya: Alternative versions of the text, read: High Priest. It is 
possible to uphold the standard reading, as there is no differ- 
ence between a common priest and a High Priest with regard to 
impurity from a corpse. The Rabbis are stressing that it is better 
for a nazirite rather than a common priest, and certainly a High 
Priest, to become impure. 


As his sanctity is permanent - diy wp inwrtpw: Nazirite- 
ship lasts for a limited period, whereas priesthood status is for- 
ever. In the Jerusalem Talmud and the writings of many early 
commentaries the following question is asked: How does this 
disagreement resolve the case of a permanent nazirite, whose 


NOTES 


body must be buried in the nearest cemetery. This religious duty 
is so important that even priests and nazirites, who are ordinarily 
prohibited from coming into contact with a corpse, may perform 
a burial if there is no one else available to do so. Likewise, the 
obligation to bury this corpse takes precedence over virtually all 
other religious obligations. 


sanctity also lasts forever? Several answers are offered. Some 
point out that even this nazirite’s sanctity starts only from adult- 
hood, whereas a priest has his status from birth (Rabbi Avraham 
min HaHar; Tosefot Yorn Tov). Others claim that the sanctity of a 
nazirite is always considered temporary, as he can request dis- 
solution of his vow of naziriteship (Lehem Mishne; Orah Mishor). 
In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that the term permanent 
sanctity means that the sanctity is imposed by the Torah itself, 
as opposed to that of a nazirite, whose sanctity results from 
a vow (Rabbeinu Azriel). Alternatively, the sanctity of a priest 
is permanent in that it is transferred from one generation to 
another, whereas the sanctity of a nazirite is not inherited by his 
sons (Rashash). 


HALAKHA 


May not become ritually impure to bury their rela- 
tives - iano prawn pre: A High Priest is prohibited 
from becoming impure to bury any corpse, including 
those of his relatives. The same applies to a nazirite (Ram- 
bam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 11 and Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Evel 3:6). 


They become impure to bury a corpse with no one to 
bury it [met mitzva] — mia nad prawn: All people must 
become impure to bury a met mitzva. Even a High Priest 
or a nazirite who encounters a met mitzva is obligated 
to become impure to tend to its burial (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:12 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 
3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 374:1). 


A nazirite and a priest — q7131 V1: If a nazirite and a 
High Priest, or even a common priest, encounter a met 
mitzva, it is preferable for the nazirite to become ritu- 
ally impure and bury the corpse, as his sanctity is con- 
sidered temporary, while the sanctity of the priest is 
permanent. This halakha applies even to a permanent 
nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:13 and 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:9). 
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Of many garments - 0933 nama: By Torah law, a High 
Priest must be anointed with the oil prepared by Moses, as 
commanded by God (see Exodus 30:22-33). However, this 
oil was hidden by King Josiah toward the end of the First 
Temple period. Since only it may be used, all subsequent 
High Priests were not anointed but were appointed High 
Priest by virtue of wearing the eight garments. Since the 
garments of a High Priest comprise four more items of 
clothing than those worn by a common priest, this state is 
referred to as wearing many garments. 


An anointed priest and one of many garments - nw 
Sn Maras: The early commentaries inquire as to how 
it is ‘possible that two High Priests could be serving at the 
same time and only one of them was appointed with the 
anointing oil. They answer that this ruling is referring to a 
case where the last High Priest to be anointed with the oil 
took ill or was exiled, and a replacement was appointed by 
a common priest donning the additional garments, after 
which the first High Priest regained his health or returned 
from exile. In this manner, the two High Priests could be 
contemporaries (Josafot). Alternatively, the ruling is refer- 
ring to a High Priest who contracted ritual impurity just 
before Yom Kippur, so that another had to be appointed 
quickly in his stead. Since there was no time for him to be 
anointed, he donned the garments to assume the status of 
a High Priest (Rabbeinu Todros). 


A former anointed High Priest with one of many gar- 
ments - DYI AI yY mwa: The category of a former 
High Priest typically refers to a case where a High Priest 
became impure on or just before Yom Kippur and therefore 
requires an immediate replacement. When the first High 
Priest is purified, he returns to his office, and the one who 
filled in for him is called a former High Priest. The Sages ruled 
that although all the prohibitions of a High Priest apply 
to a former High Priest, he does not serve in the Temple 
at all. He does not fulfill the functions of a High Priest, to 
prevent antagonism between the two priests, but neither 
does he serve as a common priest, as one does not lower 
an individual who has been elevated to a higher position. 


Of many garments - 03 AIN: 


High Priest wearing vestments 
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and a High Priest of many garments," i.e., one who was not 


anointed with oil but who was sanctified by wearing the eight 
garments of a High Priest, it is preferable that the one who 
was anointed with the anointing oil" remain ritually pure. The 
Gemara explains: As a High Priest anointed with the anointing 
oil brings the bull" brought for all the mitzvot, i.e., ifan anointed 
priest ruled erroneously with regard to a prohibition that if a Jew 
transgressed it he would be liable to bring a sin-offering, he brings 
a bull for his sin-offering (see Leviticus 4:3-12), while a High 
Priest of many garments does not bring a bull. 


In a case where a former anointed High Priest, i.e., a priest who 
had temporarily substituted for a High Priest, is walking together 
with one of many garments, it is preferable that the one who 
wears many garments remain ritually pure. The reason is that a 
High Priest of many garments still performs the service, whereas 
a former anointed High Priest is no longer able to perform the 
service." 


In a case where an anointed High Priest who temporarily left 
his role due to his seminal emission" is walking with a former 
anointed High Priest who left his role due to his blemish, it is 
preferable that the former High Priest who left due to his seminal 
emission remain ritually pure, as this one, the High Priest who 
experienced an emission, is fit for the Temple service the follow- 
ing day, while the former anointed High Priest who left due to 
his blemish is no longer fit for the service at all (see Leviticus 
21:16-24). 


A High Priest anointed with the anointing oil and a High 

Priest of many garments — orn may nnwat meaw mw: 

A High Priest anointed with the anointing oil takes precedence 
with regard to all matters over one who was appointed by wear- 
ing many garments. Consequently, if they encountered a met 
mitzva together, the one who wore the garments must bury the 
body and thereby become ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:19 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:9). 


A High Priest anointed with the anointing oil brings the bull — 
38 X22...Wr: The only difference between an anointed High 

Priest and one who wears many garments is that the anointed 

High Priest brings a bull as a sin-offering for an erroneous ruling 

involving any of the mitzvot punishable by karet. In this regard, 
a High Priest appointed by donning many garments has the 

status of a common priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 

HaMikdash 4:14 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 15:1-2). 


A former anointed High Priest with one of many garments — 


DRI Maw YW mwa: A High Priest appointed through the 
additional garments takes precedence over an anointed High 
Priest who was removed from his post due to a seminal emis- 
sion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:19). 


A former anointed High Priest is no longer able to perform 
the service — x miay 1a we sayy mwa: A former anointed 
High Priest who was removed from his office due to the return 
of the first High Priest does not serve as High Priest during the 
original High Priest's lifetime. He does not serve as a common 
priest either, as one does not lower an individual who has been 
elevated to a higher position (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 4:21 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Yom HaKippurim 1:3). 


An anointed High Priest who left due to his seminal emission, 
etc. = 131 AY an Tay: A High Priest who was removed 
because he suffered a seminal emission takes precedence over 
one who left his office due to a blemish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:19). 
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§ The above cases are all easily resolved and are mentioned merely 
to introduce the following inquiries, for which there are no obvious 
answers. A dilemma was raised before the Sages. For which of these 
two is it preferable that he remain ritually pure: A priest anointed 
for war, who was anointed with oil and appointed to admonish the 
troops before battle (see Deuteronomy 20:2) or the deputy [segan ]" 
High Priest? Is it preferable that the priest anointed for war remain 
ritually pure, as he is fit for war? Or, perhaps it is preferable that 
the deputy High Priest remain ritually pure, as he is fit for service 
in the Temple in place of the High Priest. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution, as it is taught in 
a baraita: The difference between a priest anointed for war and a 
deputy High Priest is only that if they were walking along the way 
and found a met mitzva, the ruling is: Let the one anointed for war 
become impure," and do not let the deputy become impure. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a different baraita: A priest 
anointed for war takes precedence over the deputy" High Priest? 
Mar Zutra said: This is not difficult. With regard to preserving his 
life and rescuing him from captivity or from a dangerous situation, 
it is preferable to preserve the one anointed for war. What is the 
reason for this? The reason is that the public depends on him in a 
time of war. 


But with regard to ritual impurity, it is preferable that the deputy 
High Priest remain ritually pure, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus says: Why did the Sages institute a deputy 
for the High Priest? So that if a disqualification befalls the High 
Priest, his deputy can enter the Temple and serve in his stead. The 
deputy High Priest cannot fulfill this function if he is allowed to 
become ritually impure. 


The Gemara turns its attention to the halakha of the mishna. Rabbi 
Eliezer and the Rabbis disagree only with regard to a High Priest 
and a nazirite who are walking together and find a met mitzva, 
in which case one of them must become impure. However, it is 
evident that if each of them is walking separately, they are able, 
i.e, they are required, to become impure. From where are these 
matters derived? From where is it learned that a High Priest and a 
nazirite, who are prohibited from becoming impure even to bury 
their relatives, must nevertheless become impure to bury a met 
mitzva? 


Itis as the Sages taught: The verse states with regard to a High Priest: 


“Neither shall he go in to any dead bodies; nor defile himself for his 


father or for his mother” (Leviticus 21:11). With regard to what 
bodies is the verse speaking? If it is referring to distant people, i.e., 
non-relatives, that halakha can be derived by an a fortiori inference: 
And if a common priest, who becomes impure to bury his close 
family members, may not become impure to bury distant people, 
then with regard to a High Priest, who does not become impure 
even to bury close members of his family, is it not logical that he 
does not become impure to bury distant people? Rather, the verse 
is speaking of close family members, and it prohibits a High Priest 
from becoming impure to bury any person, even his relatives. 


The Gemara comments: With regard to the rest of the verse: “Nor 
defile himself for his father or for his mother” (Leviticus 21:11), each 
of these clauses must serve to teach a novel halakha. And the phrase 


“for his father” teaches: It is to bury his father that he may not 


become ritually impure, from which it may be inferred that he 
becomes impure to bury a met mitzva. 


Let the one anointed for war become impure - mwa Kaw 
mann: If a priest anointed for war and a deputy High Priest 
encounter a met mitzva, it is preferable that the priest anointed 
for war become impure (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:9). 


HALAKHA 
A priest anointed for war takes precedence over the deputy — 
poo otip manda Twn: A priest anointed for war takes precedence 
over a deputy High Priest as far as his stature and honor are con- 
cerned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:19). 


LANGUAGE 

Deputy [segan] — 3: This term, which appears in 
the Bible (see Jeremiah 51:23), is apparently Assyrian 
in origin. Its principal meaning is an officer, appoin- 
tee, overseer, and the like. The deputy High Priest 
[segan hakohanim] was the officer in the Temple in 
charge of the priests. He was responsible for all of 
the duties of the High Priest in his superior’s absence 
(see Jeremiah 52:24). 
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BACKGROUND 


A fortiori — snip: One of the fundamental principles 
of rabbinic exegesis, the a fortiori inference is included 
in all of the standard lists of exegetical principles. In 
essence, it is a principle of logical argumentation by 
means of which a comparison is drawn between two 
cases, one lenient and the other stringent. It asserts 
that if a stringent halakha applies in a case where one is 
usually lenient, it will certainly apply in a more serious 
case. Likewise, if a lenient halakha applies in a case 
where one is usually not lenient, it will certainly apply 
in a less serious case. 

A fortiori reasoning appears already in the Bible, and 
the Talmud provides lists of biblical verses contain- 
ing a fortiori inferences. This is one of the most com- 
monly encountered exegetical principles, as a fortiori 
inferences can be drawn even without support from 
tradition, as opposed to a verbal analogy, for example, 
which one cannot produce on one’s own. Sometimes, 
the Sages referred to a fortiori inferences as logical 
argumentation. 


HALAKHA 
He may become impure for their leprosy and for 
their emission of a zav - DDI oyaz) KT awn: It 
is permitted for priests and nazirites to contract types 


of impurity other than that of a corpse (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 16:9). 


To bury his maternal brother - inya vm: A priest 
may not become ritually impure to bury his maternal 
brother or sister (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 
2:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 373:4). 
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The phrase “or for his mother” serves as a verbal analogy, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it is taught in 

a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It states with regard to a 

nazirite: “He shall not become defiled for them when they die” 
(Numbers 6:7), which indicates: It is only when his relatives die that 

he may not become impure for them. However, he may become 

impure for their leprosy and for their emission of a zav," i.e., a 

nazirite is not forbidden to contract those forms of ritual impurity. 
And I have derived only that this halakha applies to a nazirite, the 

subject of this verse. From where do I derive that this applies to a 

High Priest as well? 


You can say as follows: The verse need not say “his mother” with 
regard to a High Priest, as there is no need for the verse to state 
this, since this halakha is derived a fortiori:® And if in a case where 
a common priest becomes impure to bury his paternal brother, a 
High Priest may not become impure even to bury his father, then 
in a case where a common priest may not become impure to bury 
his maternal brother," who is not considered a relative with regard 
to impurity, is it not logical that a High Priest may not become 
impure to bury his mother herself? 


And if you have successfully derived this halakha from the a fortiori 

inference, what is the meaning when the verse states “his mother” 
with regard to a High Priest? It is free to teach a novel halakha, 
and one can compare and learn a verbal analogy from it as fol- 
lows: Itis stated “his mother” with regard to a nazirite (Numbers 

6:7), and it is stated “his mother” with regard to a High Priest 

(Leviticus 21:11). 


The Gemara explains: Just as the phrase “his mother” stated with 
regard to a nazirite teaches that in his parents’ death he may not 
become impure to bury them but he may become impure for their 
leprosy and for their emission of a zav, as a nazirite is not pro- 
hibited from contracting these impurities, so too, the phrase “his 
mother” stated with regard to a High Priest means that in his 
parents’ death he may not become impure, but he may become 
impure for their leprosy and for their emission of a zav. 


The Gemara clarifies: We found a source for the halakha that a High 
Priest must become impure for a met mitzva; from where do we 
derive that a nazirite is likewise obligated? As it is taught in a baraita 
that it is stated with regard to a nazirite: “All the days that he con- 
secrated himself to the Lord he shall not come near to a dead 
body [nefesh met]” (Numbers 6:6). 


I would derive from this verse that a nazirite is prohibited from 
coming near all bodies, including even the body of an animal, 
similar to that which is stated: “And he who smites the body 
[nefesh] of an animal” (Leviticus 24:18). Therefore, the verse states: 
“He shall not come near to a dead body,” employing the dual term 
nefesh met, which indicates that the verse is speaking of the body 
of a person. Rabbi Yishmael says: This exposition is unnecessary, 
as the verse states: “He shall not come near,’ indicating that the 
verse is speaking only of bodies that render people and items ritu- 
ally impure through going in, i.e., entering. In other words, the 
verse is referring solely to corpses. Entering into a tent in which the 
corpse is contained renders one impure. By contrast, an animal 
carcass imparts impurity only by means of contact and carrying. 


The verse states. ..to a dead body — na waa by.. Tn: The 
commentaries explain that this is derived from the compound 
term “dead body,’ nefesh met, which is stated only in reference to 
humans, as the word dead, nefesh, on its own, can refer to animals 


NOTES 


(see Exodus 21:34). An alternative version of the baraita reads: The 
verse states: “For his father or for his mother” which indicates that 
the verse is speaking about the body of a person, such as a father 
or mother. not the body of an animal (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Sax wav we rineh pax” 
myn nad xan xawn 


rp mos pte 9) we asd hy ay 
- obiy np inespw dita 
inven pxw yy Mya Nay Kaw 
na) Naw pt is - obiy nwstp 

emg 


ivy pow Sita risa max ox Nb 
PLI TKR ineaw by lap wan 
bigin Anygaw by Ip wany 
Kaw Kb - iene by pap wea 
yard’ aah Jobn - myn nab 
nis KAWA bax au N tanha 

mya 


Sars tarda ware Kaon iny ix 
aain bp myx 20ND ax xy 
path xawaw vin p> m1 
ey vy DN awed XV I 
xiv oy prin - pane Kaw 

2am gwh 


Perek VII 
Daf48 Amud b 


-riag var’ ah naba aa a 
Sax awn ba NIT tanba yard 
myn nad xan KADA 


DAKI ta > wr sore xbw oy 
Ruse nibs naga bin ioa nibhs 
- bins Hoa nine pres m 
nih wav bax KAWIN ine ‘wax 
- ya NTAN] nibs ax myn 
ni xan bax NI PX yard 

my 


In any case, once it has been derived that a nazirite is prohibited 
from becoming impure to bury any person, both relatives and 
non-relatives, the passage “he shall not become defiled for his 
father, or for his mother” (Numbers 6:7) is available to teach 
another halakha, that it is for only them that a nazirite may not 
become impure, but he may become impure to bury a met 
mitzva. 


The baraita asks: Even if the verse had not stated this halakha, I 
have a way of deriving it by right, i.e., logically, with an a fortiori 
inference: And if a High Priest, whose sanctity is permanent, 
may become ritually impure to bury a met mitzva, then in 
the case of a nazirite, whose sanctity is not permanent, is it 
not logical that he may become impure to bury a met mitzva 
as well? 


The baraita rejects this inference: No; if you say that this is 
true with regard to a High Priest, who does not bring an 
offering for his impurity, shall you also say that this is the case 
with regard to a nazirite, who does bring an offering for his 
impurity? Since a nazirite brings an offering for his impurity, 
perhaps he should not become impure to bury a met mitzva? 
Therefore, the verse states: “He shall not become defiled for his 
father, or for his mother” (Numbers 6:7). However, he does 
become impure to bury a met mitzva. 


The baraita suggests: Or perhaps one should expound this verse 

differently: He may not become impure to bury his father or 
for his mother; however, he may become impure to bury other 
dead people. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: You can say 
that this argument can be refuted a fortiori: And if a common 

priest, who becomes impure to bury his relatives, nevertheless 

may not become impure to bury other dead people (see Leviti- 
cus 21:1-2), then in the case of a nazirite, who may not become 

impure to bury his relatives, is it not logical that also he should 

not become impure to bury other dead people? 


If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “For his father, 
or for his mother” (Numbers 6:7)? It emphasizes that it is to 
bury his father and to bury his mother that he may not become 
impure; however, he may become impure to bury a met mitzva. 


The baraita questions the need for this derivation: Even if the 
verse had not stated this halakha, I have a way of deriving it by 
right, i.e., logically, with an a fortiori inference: General prohibi- 
tions are stated in the Torah with regard to a High Priest’ con- 
tracting impurity from a corpse, i.e., “neither shall he go in to any 
dead bodies” (Leviticus 21:11), and similar general prohibitions 
are stated with regard to a nazirite: “He shall not come near to 
a dead body” (Numbers 6:6). The baraita explains: Just as the 
general prohibitions stated with regard to a High Priest teach 
that it is to bury his father that he may not become impure, but 
he may become impure to bury a met mitzva, so too, the general 
prohibitions stated with regard to a nazirite indicate that it is 
for his father that he may not become impure, but he may 
become impure to bury a met mitzva. Accordingly, there is no 
need for the derivation from the phrase “for his father or for 
his mother.” 


General proh 
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NOTES 


If someone went, etc. - ^3) shaw Y: Some com- 
mentaries explain that the baraita is referring to a 
nazirite who is also a High Priest and who is on his 
way to slaughter his Paschal offering (Commentary 
on Nazir, Halakhot Gedolot). Others maintain that the 
baraita is not referring to a nazirite in particular. Rather, 
it is speaking of anyone who is on his way to fulfill this 
mitzva (Rashi on Berakhot; Tosafot; Arukh, citing Rav 


Hai Gaon). 
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The baraita refutes this proof: Or perhaps you can go this way 
and accept a different interpretation: General prohibitions are 
stated with regard to a common priest contracting impurity 
imparted by a corpse, i.e., “there shall none defile himself for the 
dead among his people” (Leviticus 21:1), and general prohibi- 
tions are stated with regard to a nazirite. Just as the general 
prohibitions stated with regard to a common priest teach that 
he may become impure to bury his father (Leviticus 21:2), so 
too, the general prohibitions stated with regard to a nazirite say 
that he may become impure to bury his father. Perhaps a nazirite 
is compared to a common priest, not a High Priest. 


Since one cannot learn from the general prohibitions, one must 
revert to the previous derivation: The verse states with regard to 
a nazirite: “He shall not become defiled for his father, or for his 
mother” (Numbers 6:7), which indicates that he may become 
impure to bury a met mitzva. The baraita raises a difficulty with 
this last proof: One requires this verse for the halakha itself, to 
say that a nazirite, unlike a common priest, may not become 
impure to bury his father. How, then, can one learn from here 
that he may become impure to bury a met mitzva? 


Rather, the baraita explains as follows: The superfluous phrase 
“for his father” serves to say that he may not become impure 
to bury his father, and all the more so for his other relatives. 
The phrase “for his brother” teaches that he may not become 
impure to bury his brother but he may become impure to 
bury a met mitzva. “And for his mother”; this phrase is for a 
verbal analogy in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, that a nazirite may contract ritual impurity of types other 
than a corpse. 


As for the phrase “and for his sister,” it is used for that which is 
taught in a baraita, as it is taught in a baraita: “And for his sister”; 
what is the meaning when the verse states this with regard to a 
nazirite? This detail is apparently superfluous, as the halakha that 
a nazirite may not become impure to bury a relative has already 
been derived. 


The baraita continues: Rather, the term “and for his sister” teaches 

the following: If someone went" to slaughter his Paschal offer- 
ing or to circumcise his son, which are particularly stringent 

positive mitzvot, as their neglect is punished by karet, and he 

hears that a relative of his had died, one might have thought that 
he should become impure to bury his dead relative and abandon 

his performance of the mitzva. You can say in response that he 

may not become impure, as one is not permitted to neglect the 

obligation of the Paschal offering or circumcision, even to bury a 

close relative. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that he may not 
become impure even to bury a met mitzva. The verse states: 
“For his sister.’ It is only for his sister or another close relative 
that the nazirite may not become impure, but he does become 
impure to bury a met mitzva." Since the verse had already taught 
that a nazirite may not become impure to bury a relative but does 
become impure to bury a met mitzva in an ordinary circumstance, 
the additional term “and for his sister” teaches that the same 
halakha applies even when he is going to perform an important 
mitzva. 


HALAKHA 


He does become impure to bury a met mitzva - m1 nab offering or circumcise his son must become impure to bury this 


sawn: It is a mitzva to bury a met mitzva, even if one is oth- 
erwise prohibited from becoming impure. Even a High Priest, 


corpse (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 374:1). 


a nazirite, and one who is on his way to slaughter his Paschal 
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Rabbi Akiva says that this verse dealing with a nazirite should 
be explained differently. “He shall not come near to a dead body” 
(Numbers 6:6) teaches the following: “Body”; these are the distant" 
people. “Dead”; these are the close relatives. The subsequent verse 
stresses that “for his father or for his mother” he may not become 
impure; however, he does become impure to bury a met mitzva. 


The next term in the verse, “for his brother,” indicates that even if 
he was a High Priest and he was also a nazirite, he may not become 
impure to bury his brother, but he may become impure to bury 
a met mitzva. As for the term “for his sister,’ this is used to teach 
that which is taught in a baraita: If one was going to slaughter his 
Paschal offering or to circumcise his son and encountered a met 
mitzva, the obligation to bury the corpse takes precedence over the 
other important mitzva. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the derivation of Rabbi Akiva, 
from where does he derive the halakha of the verbal analogy of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that a High Priest may contract impurities 
other than the impurity of a corpse? How does Rabbi Akiva derive 
this halakha? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Akiva could have said to you: Since the 
Master said that if someone was a High Priest and also a nazirite, it 
is to bury his brother that he may not become impure but he does 
become impure to bury a met mitzva, one can therefore argue: What 
difference is it to me ifhe was only a High Priest, and what difference 
is it to me if he was both a nazirite and a High Priest? Once the Torah 
has stated that a nazirite may contract other forms of ritual impurity, 
the same halakha applies equally to a nazirite who is also a High Priest. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the derivation of Rabbi Yish- 
mael, from where does he derive that a High Priest who is also a 
nazirite must become impure to bury a met mitzva? The Gemara 
answers: Since the Merciful One permits one prohibition with 
regard to a met mitzva, either that of a High Priest or that ofa nazirite, 
what difference is it to me if one prohibition is permitted, and what 
difference is it to me if two prohibitions are permitted? Once the 
Torah has permitted both a High Priest and a nazirite to contract 
ritual impurity to bury a met mitzva, it makes no difference if a single 
prohibition or two prohibitions are involved. 


The Gemara asks further: If so, why do I need the term “his sister” ?" 
The Gemara answers: It might enter your mind to say that when the 
Merciful One permits the contracting of impurity to bury a met 
mitzva, this is in the case of a nazirite and a priest, each of which 
involves a negative prohibition not to become impure. However, 
with regard to circumcision and the Paschal offering, whose neglect 
entails the punishment of karet,® perhaps one should not become 
impure to bury a met mitzva. The verse therefore teaches us that one 
must become impure even if this forces him to neglect a mitzva whose 
neglect is punishable by karet. 


Karet — m3: This is a divine punishment for serious transgres- 
sions. The precise definition of the term is a matter of debate 
among the commentaries. Opinions include premature death, 
sudden death, barrenness, the death of one’s child, and exci- 
sion of the soul from the World-to-Come. Karet is incurred only 
when one intentionally commits a transgression. If one trans- 
gresses a prohibition that is punishable by karet in the presence 


BACKGROUND 


of witnesses, he is subject either to lashes or execution by an 
earthly court, depending upon the prohibition. Anyone who 
inadvertently transgresses one of these prohibitions must bring 
a sin-offering as atonement. Thirty-six transgressions are punish- 
able by karet, all of which are violations of prohibitions. The two 
exceptions are neglecting to sacrifice the Paschal lamb and 
failure to ensure that one is circumcised. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES = —W———_—_—_- 
Body, these are the distant — ppinyy wx mwas: Rabbi 
Akiva disagrees with the opinion stated in the baraita 
above (48a), that the word “body” indicates that the verse 
is referring to people, as an animal is not called a “body” 
but only the “body of an animal.” Furthermore, throughout 
the Torah (see, e.g., Leviticus 17:15), a dead animal is termed 
a “carcass” with regard to ritual impurity. It is also possible 
that Rabbi Akiva accepts Rabbi Yishmael's interpretation 
that the phrase “he shall not come near to” (Numbers 6:6) 
is referring to a corpse, which imparts impurity through a 
person's entrance into a tent (Josafot). 


Why do | need “his sister” — b may inimts: Since Rabbi 
Yishmael does not differentiate between one prohibition 
and two, as he maintains that the requirement to bury a 
met mitzva overrides several negative prohibitions, one 
should also be required to neglect the positive mitzvot 
of the Paschal offering and circumcision for this purpose 
(Commentary on Nazir). 
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NOTES 


Why do | need, for his father or for his mother - wayd 
b may iagh: If burying a met mitzva overrides both the 
prohibition against a High Priest becoming impure and 
the prohibition against a nazirite becoming impure in the 
case of a High Priest who is a nazirite, it certainly takes 
precedence over each of these prohibitions separately. 
Consequently, there is no need for “for his father or for his 
mother” to be stated with regard to a nazirite at all (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). Some commentaries maintain that this 
question is referring to the phrase “for his father and for 
his mother” stated in connection with a High Priest. Either 
way, all commentaries agree that the difficulty applies to 
both cases, as according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
both verses are superfluous. Some commentaries state that 
although the phrase “for his father” is necessary to teach 
he basic halakha that a nazirite must become impure for a 
met mitzva, the question is why the verse specifies both “for 
his father” and “for his mother” (Tosafot). Others similarly 
say that despite the fact that it was stated above that the 
erm “for his mother" is required for a verbal analogy, it 
remains unclear why the Torah states “for his father or for 
his mother” (Rosh). 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the derivation of Rabbi Akiva, 
now consider, it is no different whether the individual was a High 

Priest alone, and it is no different if he was a High Priest who 

was also a nazirite; the halakha that he must become impure to 

bury a met mitzva is derived from the phrase “for his brother,” 
stated with regard to a nazirite (Numbers 6:7). But if so, why do I 
need the expression “for his father, or for his mother” (Numbers 

6:7)?" The general prohibition against contracting impurity from 

any corpse should suffice. 


The Gemara answers: Both are necessary, as had the verse written 
only “for his father,” I would say that this is the reason that a 
nazirite may not become impure for his father: Because it is 
merely a presumption that he is his father, as one cannot be 
absolutely sure of the identity of one’s father. However, with regard 
to his mother, whom we know gave birth to him, perhaps let 
him become impure to bury her. The verse therefore states: “His 
mother.” 


And conversely, had the Merciful One written only “for his 
mother,” I would say that it is solely to bury his mother that 
he may not become impure, as her seed does not follow her, 
i.e, a man’s lineage is determined by his father, not his mother. 
However, with regard to his father, since the Master said with 
regard to the verse “by their families, by their fathers’ house” 
(Numbers 1:2) that one’s family ancestry follows his father, you 
might say: Let him become impure to bury him. The verse there- 
fore teaches us that a nazirite may not become impure to bury his 
father either. 


The Gemara asks: According to the derivation of Rabbi Akiva, why 
do I need the words “neither shall he go in to any dead bodies” 
(Leviticus 21:11), stated with regard to a High Priest? 


“In to any” served to exclude contracting impurity to bury 


distant people, for whom a High Priest may not become impure; 


“dead” comes to exclude relatives; “bodies” comes to exclude 


a quarter-log of blood that emerges from two corpses," for 
it renders people and objects impure in a tent, as it is stated: 
“Neither shall he go in to any dead bodies” (Leviticus 21:11). The 
plural “bodies” teaches that the blood of two people combines 
to form the minimum quantity for ritual impurity. 


NOTES 


A quarter-log of blood that emerges from two corpses — 
DN wa KYW OT MY: The quarter-log measure, as the mini- 
mum measure of blood, is derived from the words “for the blood 
is the life” (Deuteronomy 12:23). The Sages determined that a 
person's life is dependent on a quarter-/og of blood. Although 
the adult human body contains far more than one quarter-/og of 
blood, it is possible that an infant is unable to survive if he loses 


this amount blood. Another explanation is that a quarter-log of 
blood is the amount contained in the heart. 

This quarter-log of blood, which transmits ritual impurity, may 
be comprised from two corpses. The plural form “bodies,” in the 
verse “neither shall he go in to any dead bodies” teaches that 
even a total of a quarter-log of blood from two corpses imparts 
impurity in a tent. 
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MI S H N A Anazirite shaves for having become impure 


from these following sources of ritual 
impurity:"" For having become impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse; and for impurity imparted by an olive-bulk of a corpse; 
and for impurity imparted by an olive-bulk of fluid [netzel]® from 
a corpse; and for impurity imparted by a full ladle [tarvad]' of dust 
from a corpse; and for impurity imparted by the spine; and for 
impurity imparted by the skull;" and for impurity imparted by a 
limb from a corpse or for impurity imparted by a limb severed from 
a living person, upon either of which there is a fitting quantity of 
flesh; and for impurity imparted by a half-kav® of bones from a 
corpse; and for impurity imparted by a half-log® of blood." 


And a nazirite shaves in each of these cases for becoming impure 
by coming into contact with them; and for becoming impure by 
carrying them;" and for becoming impure by their tent, i.e. if he 
was positioned like a tent over them, or if he entered a tent that 
contains them, or if they served as a tent over him. And as for a bone 
that is a barley-grain-bulk," he shaves for becoming impure by 
coming into contact with it and by carrying it." However, he is not 
rendered impure with the impurity imparted in a tent, i.e., by being 
under the same roof as the bone. 


For all of these occurrences, a nazirite shaves, and a priest sprinkles 
the ashes of the red heifer on him on the third and on the seventh 
days" to purify him from the impurity imparted bya corpse. And he 
negates all the previous days he counted toward his naziriteship, 
and he begins counting his term of naziriteship again only after he 
becomes pure and brings his offerings. 


HALAKHA 


A nazirite shaves for these following sources of ritual impu- 
rity - mbar MAT nixaw by by: For which sources of impurity 
is a nazirite obligated to shave? A stillborn, even if its limbs 
have not become joined to its sinews; an olive-bulk of flesh 
from a corpse; an olive-bulk of fluid from a corpse; the majority 


nazirite’s term of naziriteship is negated, he shaves his hair, and 
he brings his offerings of impurity. The exception is dust from 
a corpse, which imparts impurity by carrying and in a tent 
but not by means of contact (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:5). 


the bones of a single corpse, even if they do not amount to 
quarter-kav; a half-kav of bones from one corpse, even if they 
o not constitute the majority of the number and the majority 
f the structure of its bones; the spine of a corpse; the skull of 
corpse; a limb from a corpse or a limb from a living person, if 


For a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk, etc. - T1iywa oyy by 
"D1: If a nazirite came into contact with a bone from a corpse 
that is a barley-grain-bulk, he shaves only if he touched or car- 
ried it, but it does not impart impurity of a tent (Rambam Sefer 


wo 


By coming into contact with them and for carrying them, 
etc. -^D KE by pa Syn: Anazirite must shave for the listed 
sources of impurity whether he came into contact with or car- 
ried them, or whether he served as a tent over them, or they 
were positioned as a tent over him, or if the source of impurity 
and the nazirite were in the same tent. In all these cases, the 


these limbs contain enough flesh that would develop a scab on 
ive person; and a half-log of blood. All these impart impurity 
when they come from a single corpse, as do two handfuls of 
dust (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:2). 


Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6). 


And a priest sprinkles on the third and on the seventh days, 
etc. -nD way whys mai: A nazirite who became impure 
through one of the sources of impurity of a corpse listed in the 
mishna has his naziriteship negated, performs the shaving of 
impurity, and brings the offerings for his impurity. He is purified 
from his impurity through the sprinkling of the purification 
waters of the red heifer and by bringing his sin-offering. At this 
point, he begins counting the term of his naziriteship afresh 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:11-13; 7:1, 5). 


LANGUAGE 


Fluid [netzel] - bys: The root of netzel is likely connected to nozel, 
fluid, neitzala in Syriac. Accordingly, netzel is the fluid that flows 
from a corpse. By halakhic definition, this refers to a portion 
from the flesh of the corpse that has melted and become watery 
as a result of heat, illness, or decomposition. 


Ladle [tarvad] - N11: This term is also found in Syriac, Aramaic, 
and Arabic, although it apparently originated from an unidenti- 
fied language. A tarvad is a kind of large spoon that was used to 
serve food from a pot. Since this utensil has no specific size, it is 
necessary to define how much a tarvad holds for the purposes 
of this halakha (see 50b). 


NOTES 


For these following sources of ritual impurity, etc. - by 
ADDİKIW bg: As explained in the subsequent mishna, not 
every item that imparts impurity of a corpse has a degree 
of impurity severe enough to obligate a nazirite to shave. 
There are impurities for which a nazirite must purify himself 
but that do not obligate him to shave or negate any part of 
his naziriteship. 


For the spine and for the skull - mbid Dny awd by: 
These two body parts are listed separately, because a spe- 
cial halakha applies to them, as they impart impurity even 
if there is no flesh on them at all. The Gemara discusses 
whether this halakha refers to a spine and a skull together, 
or each on their own. Many commentaries rule that each of 
hem imparts impurity by itself (Rambam; Meiri). 


Upon which there is a fitting quantity of flesh - voy w 
»9K7D Wa: The Sages explain that the phrase: A fitting quan- 
ity of flesh, refers to that which would develop a scab if it 
was attached to a living person, i.e., the limb is properly 
covered with flesh (Kelim 1:5). This amount is certainly less 
han an olive-bulk, as an olive-bulk of flesh from a corpse 
itself imparts impurity even without a limb (see Commen- 
ary on Nazir). 


A half-kav of bones and for a half-log of blood — ap »yn 
o7 xb xn oy ninyy: The commentaries point out that 
although the halakha is that a quarter-kav of bones and 
a quarter-log of blood impart impurity in a tent, a nazirite 
does not shave for these amounts (Tosafot). Tosafot explain 
that all these measures are a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, for which there is no known justification. Others 
state that any impurity for which a nazirite is not obligated to 
shave applies by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 3:3). 


By coming into contact with it and by carrying it - ipa by 
inn by: This excludes the impurity imparted in a tent. Not 
only i is a nazirite not obligated to shave if he enters a room 
that contains a bone whose volume is a barley-grain-bulk 
or greater, but this bone does not impart the impurity of a 
tent at all (Josafot). 


BACKGROUND 

Fluid [netzel] - by: Certain liquids in the living body, 
whether lubricants in joints or similar liquids, including 
products of illness, such as pus, all undergo postmortem 
coagulation. This is because the processes that kept them 
fluid while the person was alive shut down sometime after 
death. Some of these fluids evaporate. Additionally, if a 
corpse was located in a very warm place, e.g., if the person 
perished in a fire, the fats of the body first liquefy and later 
congeal. The fluids from the corpse, both those that flow 
out of it and those that remain inside and congeal are called 
netzel. 


Kav - 3p: This is a basic unit of measurement from which 
many other small units are derived. It is equivalent to one- 
sixth of a sea, or twenty-four egg-bulks. 


Log- aib: This is the basic liquid measure used by the Sages. 
It is equivalent to the volume of six egg-bulks, one quarter 
of a kav, or one twenty-fourth of a sea. A range of modern 
opinions estimates this volume at 300-600 ml. 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught: After Rabbi Meir’s death, 

Rabbi Yehuda’ said to his students: Do not 
let the students of Rabbi Meir enter here, into the house of study, 
because they are vexatious and they do not come to study Torah, 
but they come to overwhelm me with their halakhot. Nevertheless, 
Sumakhos, a student of Rabbi Meir, forced his way and entered 
the house of study. 


When they reached the topic of the mishna, Sumakhos said to them: 
Rabbi Meir’ taught me like this: A nazirite shaves for becoming 
impure from these following sources of ritual impurity: For impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse and for impurity imparted by an olive- 
bulk from a corpse. Rabbi Yehuda grew angry and said to his 
disciples: Didn’t I say to you like this: Do not let the students of 
Rabbi Meir enter here because they are vexatious? He explained 
his annoyance. The clause: For a corpse, is unnecessary, as, if a 
nazirite must shave for impurity imparted by an olive-bulk from a 
corpse, is it not all the more so that he must shave for impurity 
imparted by an entire corpse? 


PERSONALITIES 
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Rabbi Yehuda - 71179 37: When the Mishna refers to Rabbi Yehuda 
without any addition, it means Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Ilai, 
one of the greatest of the fourth-generation tanna'im. Rabbi 
Yehuda was one of the last five disciples of Rabbi Akiva, while 
his father, Rabbi Ilai, was a student of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Yehuda 
studied Rabbi Eliezer’s wisdom from his father. In his youth, he 
studied with Rabbi Tarfon, in whose name he cites halakhot, in 
addition to the other Sages of Yavne: Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Yehoshua, 
Rabban Gamliel, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, Rabbi Yishmael, and 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. Nevertheless, Rabbi Yehuda’s foremost teacher 
was Rabbi Akiva, and it was in accordance with his opinion that he 
aid the foundations for the halakhic exegesis of Leviticus known 
as the Sifra, or Torat Kohanim. According to tradition, any unat- 
ributed statement in the Sifra is authored by Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Yehuda was ordained by Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava and is frequently 
quoted in aggadic statements alongside Rabbi Nehemya. When 
here are differences of opinion between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
eir, or between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. His disciples 
included Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon; Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yosei; and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. His son, Rabbi Yosei, was 
also a renowned Sage. 


Sumakhos - pia: This full name of this tanna is Sumakhos ben 
Yosef. He lived in the last generation of tanna‘im. Sumakhos was 
he outstanding disciple of Rabbi Meir and transmitted much of 
Rabbi Meir’s knowledge to the subsequent generations. As Rabbi 
eir’s foremost disciple, Sumakhos made great efforts to explain 
Rabbi Meir’s statements and clarify his opinions after his death. 
Like his master before him, Sumakhos was known for his fierce 
intellect, as the Talmud relates that he would provide forty-eight 
proofs for every halakha he discussed. It can be argued that he was 
he greatest Sage of his generation, as he would dispute even the 
greatest of tanna‘im, including Rabbi Meir, Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov. 


Rabbi Meir - x2 937: Rabbi Meir was one of the greatest tanna’im 
of the generation that preceded the redaction of the Mishna. There 
is no clear information available concerning Rabbi Meir’s parents, 
although it is told that he descended from a family of converts from 
the house of the Roman emperors. 

Rabbi Meir's exceptional brilliance in Torah study was evident 


from a very early age, and he was a student of the two greatest 
scholars of the generation, Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. He 
was also the lone Sage who continued to study with Elisha ben 
Avuya, despite the latter's estrangement from Judaism. His primary 
eacher was Rabbi Akiva, who ordained him at a very young age, 
or which reason he was ordained a second time by Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Bava. In recognition of his outstanding scholarship, Rabbi Meir 
was Officially appointed hakham, literally, wise man, a position 
hird in importance after the Nasi, or the head of the Sanhedrin, 
and the president of the court. The halakhic discussions between 
him and his colleagues, Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, Rabbi Shimon, 
and Rabbi Elazar, form one of the most important foundations of 
he Mishna. 

Rabbi Meir's greatest undertaking was apparently a structured, 
oral redaction of the Oral Law, including the establishment of 
specific formats for the halakha. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi followed 
in Rabbi Meir's footsteps and incorporated his work in the Mishna. 
Consequently, it is a well-known principle that the author of an 
unattributed statement in the Mishna is Rabbi Meir. Due to his 
involvement in the attempt to depose the Nasi Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, Rabbi Meir was punished, and for a long period his 
statements were not cited in his name but were introduced with 
the words: Others say. 

Rabbi Meir's private life was full of suffering. His two sons passed 
away during his lifetime, and his extraordinary wife Berurya also 
died in painful circumstances. Nevertheless, it is known that one of 
his daughters survived. He was eventually forced into exile in Asia 
Minor, where he died, with the order that his coffin be transferred 
to Eretz Yisrael and that he be interred temporarily on the shore of 
the sea whose waves reach the Holy Land. 

Rabbi Meir was famous in his lifetime not only for his sharp 
intellect, which exceeded that of all his peers, but also for his per- 
sonal attributes, his efforts as a peacemaker, and his willingness to 
relinquish personal honor for the good of others. He was known 
as a magnificent public speaker. It is said that following his death, 
those who composed parables ceased (Sota 49a). Several of his 
animal fables were retold over the course of many generations. He 
was also renowned as a miracle worker, and for many years a charity 
fund named after him, Rabbi Meir Ba'al HaNes, literally, Rabbi Meir 
the miracle worker, served as the main source of funding for Jews 
in Eretz Yisrael. 
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Rabbi Yosei’ said: Now they will say: Meir is dead, Yehuda 
is angry, and Yosei remained silent and did not respond. If so, 
what will become of the Torah? Rabbi Yosei therefore said: It is 
not necessary to teach that a nazirite must shave for impurity 
imparted by a corpse, but only that he must shave even for 
impurity imparted by a corpse upon which there is not an olive- 
bulk of flesh. The Gemara asks: But one could still say: Ifhe must 
shave for impurity imparted by a limb from a corpse, even if 
it is less than an olive-bulk, as stated in the mishna, is it not all 
the more so that he must shave for impurity imparted by all of 
a corpse, even ifit does not contain an olive-bulk of flesh? 


Rather, the mishna should be explained as Rabbi Yohanan said, 
with regard to a different issue: It is necessary only for a mis- 
carried fetus whose limbs had not yet become joined to its 

sinews.’ Here too, one can say that the mishna’s statement that a 

nazirite must shave for impurity imparted by a corpse is referring 

to a miscarried fetus whose limbs had not yet become joined" 

to its sinews. Although it does not impart impurity through one 

of its limbs, as the limbs lack sinews and bones, this corpse itself 
does impart impurity. 


Rava said a different explanation: This ruling is necessary 
only for the majority of the structure or the majority of the 
number*"" of bones of a very small corpse, despite the fact that 
together they do not contain a quarter-kav of bones. Since these 
bones comprise the majority of the structure or the majority of 
the number of bones of a corpse, they have the status of a whole 
body. This halakha could not have been derived from the measure 
of impurity of part of the body, as this corpse is very small. 


§ The mishna taught: A nazirite shaves for impurity imparted by 
an olive-bulk of a corpse and for impurity imparted by an olive- 
bulk of fluid. The Gemara explains: And what is fluid?" This is 
referring to flesh of the corpse that liquefied and subsequently 
congealed, and liquid [mohal]* from the corpse that began to 
boil and then hardened. 


Rabbi Yosei - 


ira: This is Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, one of the 


PERSONALITIES 
accordance with his opinion in every instance of disagreement 


greatest of the tanna‘im. He lived in the generation prior to the 
redaction of the Mishna, and his influence is evident throughout 
tannaitic literature. His father, known as Abba Halafta, was also 
considered one of the great Sages of his generation, while 
his family, according to one tradition, was descended from 
Jehonadab, the son of Rechab (see 1! Kings 10:15). 

In addition to studying with his father, Rabbi Yosei was 
an outstanding student of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yosei and his 
contemporaries, namely, Rabbi Meir, Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yohai, were students of Rabbi Akiva, and they 
formed the center of talmudic creativity of that entire genera- 
tion. In his halakhic approach, as in his way of life, Rabbi Yosei 
was moderate. He refrained from taking extreme positions on 
halakhic issues. A well-known principle is that Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinions are based on sound reasoning, and because of his 
moderation and the logic of his teachings, the halakha is in 


with his colleagues. 

In addition to being a great master of halakha, Rabbi Yosei 
was also famous for his piety. The Talmud relates many stories 
about his modesty, humility, and sanctity. It is told that Elijah 
the prophet would reveal himself to him every day, and several 
conversations between him and Elijah are related in the Talmud. 
Rabbi Yosei was apparently the primary redactor of a series on 
the history of the Jewish people known as Seder Olam Rabba. 
For many years, he lived in Tzippori in the Galilee and earned 
his living as a tanner. 

Many of the prominent Sages of the following generation, 
including Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna, 
were his students. However, his main students were his five sons, 
all of whom were Sages in their generation. The most famous 
of them were Rabbi Eliezer, one of the great masters of halakha, 
and Rabbi Yishmael. 


BACKGROUND 


A miscarried fetus whose bones had not formed — ba 
PLY WP Kow: The process of bone formation, by 
which cartilage turns into bone, begins during pregnancy 
and continues through childhood and adolescence until full 
adulthood. At certain periods during pregnancy, the fetus 
already has several bones, mostly in the skull, despite the 
fact that its muscles and sinews have not yet developed. 
These bones experience rapid decay upon the death of 
the fetus. 


For the majority of the structure or the majority of the 
number — i» ait ima ab: A simple majority of 125 
bones in the body might ‘be a collection of especially small 
bones. The majority of the structure, i.e., large bones that 
comprise the majority of the skeleton, would be greater 
than a quarter-kav in volume in a full-grown person. Appar- 
ently the Gemara here is referring to the remains of a baby 
ora fetus, in which case the majority of bones in number or 
size would be less than a quarter-kav in volume. 


Liquid — bain: This might be referring to a corpse that lost a 
lot of blood, and it drained into one place. In that case, the 
red and white blood cells sink to the bottom and congeal 
relatively quickly, whereas the plasma remains in a liquid 
state for longer. Given enough time, the water in the plasma 
evaporates, while the remaining plasma congeals as well. 


HALAKHA 


A miscarried fetus whose limbs had not become 

joined - ax nwpna Kow box: A miscarried fetus imparts 

ritual impurity through contact, through carrying, and in 

a tent, like the corpse of an adult, even if its limbs are not 
joined to its sinews. If a nazirite became impure in this man- 
ner, he is obligated to shave (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:2 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:1; 3:1). 


For the majority of the structure or the majority of the 
number, etc. = 131421 ah ima a: If a nazirite came 
into contact with bones that constitute the majority of the 
number of bones in a body or the majority of the structure 
of a corpse, he becomes impure and must shave on their 
account, even if they amount to less than a quarter-kav 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:2 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 2: 8—9). 


What is fluid [netze/] — by ypg: Netzel is flesh that has 
softened into a putrefied liquid. For a liquid to be considered 
netzel, it must eventually congeal; otherwise one cannot 
be sure it comes from the flesh and is not spittle or phlegm 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:2 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:1). 


NOTES 

For the majority of the structure or the majority of the 
number — 13312 aha ia ab: The phrase: The majority 
of the structure, means the majority of the five supports for 
the frame, i.e., the two shins, the two thighs, and the spine. 
The phrase: The majority of the number, means at least 125 
bones, more than half of the 248 limbs in the human body. 
Some commentaries maintain that these bones need not 
be whole. If there are parts of bones that come from the 
majority of the structure or the majority of the number of 
limbs, this is enough to impart impurity (Josafot on the 
mishna). Other commentaries disagree. 


LANGUAGE 


Liquid [mohal] - Sain: The term mohal, or mohal, refers to 
a liquid that flows or seeps out of a solid and that is not the 
liquid that normally flows from it. The term is used in the 
case of olives to refer to fluid other than oil that flows from 
them. Likewise here, the mohal of a corpse is a liquid other 
than blood that seeps out of a corpse. 
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His phlegm and his spittle — i23) inva: These are discharges 
principally from the fluids in the lungs that result from the 
common cold and the like, which people expectorate by 
coughing or spitting. Since the halakha does not regard 
these fluids as a part of the corpse, they do not impart ritual 
impurity like flesh. They impart impurity only in the manner 
of substances that come into contact with a corpse. 


HALAKHA 


Is there fluid with regard to animals — aay bys w»: If the 
flesh on a carcass liquefied and congealed, it is uncertain 
whether it imparts impurity from the size of an olive-bulk, like 
a carcass, as Abaye's dilemma was left unresolved (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1:13). 


A severe impurity until it becomes inedible for a dog - 
D2 ‘Sy mwan Agaw: If the flesh of a carcass putrefied to 
the extent that it is no longer fit to be eaten by a dog, it is 
ritually pure. The same applies to the carcass of a pure bird 
or that of a creeping animal. If it is fit for a dog, it is impure 
even if it is inedible for humans (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 3:11; 4:12 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 2:18). 
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The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which the con- 
gealment is a determinative factor in the imparting of impurity? If 
we say that we do not know’ that the substance with which the 
nazirite came into contact is from the corpse, even if it congealed, 
what of it? Rather, you will say that we know that it came from 
the corpse. But then the nazirite should be impure even though it 
has not congealed. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said that this is referring to an unspecified sub- 
stance that is definitely from the corpse but is not necessarily a 
substance that imparts impurity. One therefore examines the sub- 
stance: If the substance eventually congeals, it is liquid from the 
corpse, which imparts impurity; ifit does not congeal, perhaps it 
is his phlegm and his spittle,™ which do not impart impurity. 


§ With regard to the impurity of fluids from a corpse, Abaye raised 
a dilemma before Rabba: Is there the category of fluid with 
regard to animals," or is there no category of fluid with regard to 
animals? In other words, does fluid from an animal carcass impart 
impurity like the animal carcass itself or not? The Gemara explains 
the two sides of the dilemma: Do we say that it is learned as a tradi- 
tion that fluid that comes from a person is impure but fluid that 
comes from an animal is not impure? Or perhaps it is no different, 
as fluid from a corpse is always considered like the flesh itself? 


The Gemara comments: This works out well according to the one 
who says that a carcass imparts impurity by a severe impurity, 
through contact and carrying, only until the carcass becomes 
inedible fora stranger," i.e., in order impart impurity it must be fit 
for human consumption. And the carcass imparts impurity by a 
light impurity that imparts impurity on food through contact until 
the carcass become inedible for a dog. According to this opinion, 
it is well, as the halakha of fluid certainly does not apply to an 
animal, since meat that has liquefied is no longer fit for human 
consumption. 


However, according to the one who says that a carcass imparts 
impurity bya severe impurity until it becomes inedible for a dog," 
what is there to say? Since fluids from an animal carcass are pre- 
sumably fit to be eaten by a dog, the above dilemma as to whether 
it is impure remains pertinent. 


NOTES 


If we say that we do not know - py xt xia: The early 
commentaries are puzzled by this passage. The situation in 
which we do not know where the liquid comes from is appar- 
ently the same as that involving an unspecified substance. 
How, then, does Rabbi Yirmeya's answer resolve the problem? 
It is probably for this reason that some commentaries explain 
that the phrase: We do not know, means: We know that it is 
not, i.e., if it is clear that the substance is not from the corpse, 
it certainly does not impart impurity (Commentary on Nazir). 
Rabbi Yirmeya answers that the substance is unspecified and 
this is an uncertain case. Many commentaries explain that the 
Gemara's suggestion that we do not know means that it is 
unknown whether the liquid came from the corpse itself or was 
merely found there by chance. In that case, it certainly does not 
impart impurity merely due to the possibility that it was from 
the body. According to this opinion, Rabbi Yirmeya answers 
that the substance definitely came from a corpse. However, we 
are unaware of its nature, whether it is a substance that imparts 
impurity or whether it is spittle (Tosafot). 


His phlegm and his spittle — ipsa i3: The commentaries 
explain that spittle is moisture emitted from the mouth by 


coughing, while phlegm refers to a substance that comes from 
the body itself, which accumulates in the mouth and throa 
(Rabbeinu Todros). 


Until for a stranger, etc. - 151 3b “y: These classifications are 
derived from two relevant verses. The first states: “You shal 
not eat any animal carcass; you may give to the stranger who 
is within your gates, that he may eat it, or sell it to a foreigner 
(Deuteronomy 14:21), which indicates that in order to impar 
impurity a carcass must be edible for a stranger (see Leviticus 
11:39-40). The other verse states: “You shall not eat any flesh tha 
is torn [tereifa] of beasts in the field; you shall cast it to the dogs 
(Exodus 22:30), which teaches that meat that has deteriorated 
to the extent that it can no longer be eaten by a dog does no 
impart impurity at all. A tereifa animal, i.e., one that will die 
within twelve months, is considered a neveila, an animal carcass, 
once it is dead. The dispute concerns the impurity of a carcass: 
Does it lapse when the meat is no longer fit for humans, as the 
“stranger” mentioned in the verse is a ger toshav, a resident alien 
who has accepted some of the halakhot of the Torah but for 
whom it is not prohibited to eat carcasses? Or, does it retain 
its status of impurity as long as it is fit to be eaten by dogs? 


” 


” 
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The Gemara answers: Come and hear a resolution from the Tosefta 
(Zavim 5:9): The fat of an animal carcass that someone liquefied in 
fire is still impure." However, if it melted in the sun, which impairs 
its taste, it is pure. And if it enters your mind that according to the 
opinion that a carcass imparts impurity until it becomes inedible 
for a dog the impurity of fluids does apply to an animal carcass, if 
so, even fat that dissolved in the sun should also be impure. Even 
if its taste is spoiled, it remains edible for a dog. 
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The Gemara answers: When does this fat liquefy? After it has 
putrefied, which is why it was thrown out, at which point it melted 
in the sun. However, once it putrefied, it had already become like 
dust and lost any status of ritual impurity it once had. Once it has 
melted, it is no longer edible for a dog. Consequently, this source 
provides no proof. 


§ The Gemara discusses a related issue. We learned in a mishna 
(Makhshirin 5:9): Anything that is poured remains ritually pure." 
In other words, if one pours liquid from one vessel into another, the 
stream of liquid is not considered to connect the two vessels. Con- 
sequently, if the upper vessel and its contents are pure, they do not 
become impure even if the lower vessel into which the liquid is 
poured is impure. The stream of liquid does not link them in this 
manner. 


sity pisay bp spn 
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The mishna adds: This is the case for all liquids except for zifim 
honey," a very thick type of honey, and batter," e.g., flour mixed 
with honey. Since these substances are highly viscous, they are not 
considered liquids. Rather, they are a kind of soft solid food, which 
means that they are a single unit that links the two vessels with 
regard to impurity. 


BACKGROUND ~ 
Zifim honey — wa» WIT: Zifim honey is a certain variety of 
honey produced in the town of Zif, a biblical settlement identi- 
fied today as Tel Zif in the area of Hebron. According to Rav Hai 
Gaon, there are several species of insects that produce honey, 
including the wild bee and the wasp. The honey they produce 
is kosher. Apparently, zifm honey was thicker than standard bee 
honey and did not pour as easily. 


Tel Zif 


Location of Zif 


—_————_ HALAKHA 

That someone liquefied in fire is impure, etc. — Imman 
^3) Mab Wa: If the fat of the carcass of a pure bird was 
liquefied by fire and someone swallowed it, he is ritually 
impure. The Meiri writes that the same halakha applies in 
the case of the fat from the carcass of an impure animal. If it 
melted in the sun he is pure, as it was putrefied by the sun, 
as stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 3:10). 


Anything that is poured remains ritually pure — pix bs 
qitu: A stream of liquid does not connect two items for the 

purposes of ritual impurity. Consequently, if pure liquid was 

poured into an impure vessel, the stream remains pure. How- 
ever, if the lower vessel is hot and the upper one is cold, the 

hot fumes rise and mingle with the stream and the contents 

of the upper vessel, thereby imparting impurity (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 7:1). 


Except for zifim honey, etc. — 131 a7 WII YIN: A stream 
of zifim honey or honey batter connects two items with 
regard to impurity, even if they are cold and are poured into a 
cold dish. This is because they stretch out like glue (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 7:4). 


| NOTES 


this refers to a dough of honey and various types of flour. 
Alternatively, it is honey extracted directly from the hive, 
which contains a mixture of wax and is therefore very thick 
(Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 


Is there not a stream for food - porirey Pisa px: 
The stream of zifim honey and batter connects two 
items, as these have drippings that stretch out like 
glue. Consequently, a stream of food does not con- 
nect in this manner, even if it is viscous, e.g., beans 
or melted fat, because it is not held together with a 
flow of this kind. This ruling is in accordance with the 
unattributed opinion in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 7:4). 


Fat of a corpse that was whole, etc. - Kimo nan abn 
^D) obw: An olive-bulk of fat from a corpse that was 
melted down is ritually impure. If the fat separated 
into small pieces that were melted together, it is pure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:6). 
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NOTES 


Beit Shammai say: Even the stream of a stew made of crushed 
and broken beans or of whole beans also connects two items 
because it returns backward. When one stops pouring this stew, 
part of the dish reverts to its place of origin, and therefore the stream 
is considered a single unit. 


§ Rami bar Hama raises a dilemma: According to the opinion of 
the Rabbis that in general, poured liquid does not serve to connect, 
is there a stream for food, or is there not a stream for food?" If 
one pours melted food into an impure vessel, does the food which 
one is pouring become impure? The Gemara explains the two sides 
of the dilemma: Do we say that zifim honey and batter connect 
different items because they have a flow that returns backward, and 
these regular foods do not have a flow’ that returns backward? Or, 
perhaps the reason why zifim honey and batter connect is because 
they are viscous, and here the melted foodstuffs are also viscous. 


Rava said: Come and hear a resolution from the Tosefta (Oholot 
4:3): If there was fat of a corpse that was whole" and contained an 
olive-bulk, and one melted it, it is ritually impure. If from the 
outset the fat was separated into pieces smaller than an olive-bulk, 
which do not impart impurity, and one melted it," so that it com- 
bined into an olive-bulk in its melted state, it is pure. And ifit enters 
your mind that there is no stream for food, even if it was whole 
and one melted it, it should also be pure," as it became liquid and 
spread throughout the pan. Consequently, each part should be 
considered separate, which means the food is not the size of an 
olive-bulk. 


Rabbi Zeira said: I and Mar, son of Ravina, explained it: With 
what are we dealing here? With a case where as he was heating 
it, the column of fire rose from under the pan to the mouth of 
the vessel, and the fat congealed there, so that it was all present 
together, i.e., there was no stream at all. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Come and hear a resolution from the 
mishna to the question of whether food is considered a stream. Beit 
Shammai say: Even the stream of a stew made of crushed and 
broken beans or of whole beans also connects two items because 
it returns backward. This indicates that the dispute in the mishna 
is whether or not stew meets the criteria of returning backward, and 
the Rabbis hold that honey and anything like it, which return back- 
ward, are considered a stream. Rav Ashi replied: Are the cases 
comparable? There, in the case of honey, one might suggest it is a 
stream because it is viscous.’ Here, with regard to the stew, the 
reason Beit Shammai rule stringently is due to the flow, which 
returns backward. The Rabbis do not agree that this is a factor at all. 


Because they have a flow, and these do not have a flow, 
etc. -= 13097 wa nb am 7" wa WYT: There are conflict- 
ing opinions as to whether this question is referring to the 
unattributed mishna, in which case this means that the zifim 
honey has a flow, or whether the difficulty refers to the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, and the reference is to the bean stew (see 
Commentary on Nazir). Either way, the issue is whether the 
stream is considered connected due to its flow or because it 
is a thick liquid. 


If the fat was separated and one melted it — idam T1192 my: 
Since it was separated from the outset, its pieces, which were 
less than an olive-bulk, do not impart impurity. Admittedly, 
the parts that were joined together when they were melted 
in the fire now form a piece larger than an olive-bulk, but an 
artificial combination is not relevant for ritual impurity. See 
Tosafot for a comparison between this halakha and other cases 
of half-measures that combine with regard to ritual impurity. 
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If it was whole and one melted it, it should also be pure - 
a midan ow: According to Tosafot and one explanation 

in the Commentary on Nazir, this is referring to one who melts 

the fat in a pan, in which case the liquid flows from one side of 
the vessel to the other, thereby becoming separated into pieces 

less than an olive-bulk in size, unless the pieces are considered 

to be combined by means of the stream. Alternatively, accord- 
ing to the Meiri and a second explanation in the Commentary 

on Nazir, after melting the fat, one poured it into a different 
vessel. If a stream is not considered connected, the act of pour- 
ing should cause its parts to detach from each other, and it 
should be considered pure, as the parts cannot be artificially 

combined at this point. 


There it is because it is viscous — pab7 Dw ONT: Two 

interpretations are cited by the Commentary on Nazir. Accord- 
ing to the first interpretation, Ravina is saying that the dilemma 

of Rami bar Hama as to whether foods have a stream is referring 

o viscous fluids, whereas Beit Shammai are speaking of lentils 
hat have a flow that returns backward. According to the second 

interpretation, Ravina is speaking of the unattributed opinion in 

he mishna, i.e., that honey as opposed to other foodstuffs con- 
ains a flow. Other commentaries maintain that Ravina though 
hat the main reason a stream connects is due to its flow, and 
hat the dispute between Beit Shammai and the unattributed 
mishna concerns the relevant amount, whether a substantia 
flow is required, as with honey, or whether the lesser flow o 
bean stew suffices. The subsequent answer is that this case 
offers no proof at all, as the ruling of the unattributed mishna 
might be based on the viscous quality of honey, whereas Bei 
Shammai maintain that even something less viscous also con- 
nects by means of a stream, if it has a lesser flow (Tosafot). 
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§ The mishna taught: And for impurity imparted by a full ladle 
of dust. The Gemara inquires: And how much is this measure of 
a full ladle of dust? Hizkiyya said: A full palm of the hand. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: His handfuls,™™! i.e., the amount that can be held 
in the whole hand, including the fingers. The Gemara cites a rele- 
vant source. We learned in the Tosefta (Oholot 2:2): The full ladle 
of dust that the Sages spoke of includes all that can be contained 
from the base of the fingers and above; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: His handfuls. 


Granted, Rabbi Yohanan spoke in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. But in accordance with whose opinion did 
Hizkiyya state his opinion? His ruling is neither in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir nor in accordance with that of 
the Rabbis. The Rabbis require his handfuls, Rabbi Meir refers 
only to the amount contained in the fingers themselves, while 
Hizkiyya rules that it is the amount that can rest on the palm ofa 
hand. The Sages say in response that Hizkiyya’s amount of a full 
palm ofhis hand and Rabbi Meir’s measurement of a full amount 
of his finger joints from the palm of the hand and above are one 
and the same measure. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the basis of the 
question directed toward the opinion of Hizkiyya. Rav Shimi 
bar Adda said to Rav Pappa: From where do we know that 
this amount specified by Rabbi Meir: From his finger joints 
and above, means toward the ends of the fingers? Perhaps it is 
referring to below it, toward the arm, in which case it is exactly 
the same as Hizkiyya’s amount: A full palm of the hand. If so, 
this baraita presents no difficulty to Hizkiyya at all. No answer 
was found, and the Gemara says that the question shall stand 
unresolved. 


§ The mishna taught that one of the sources of ritual impurity for 
which a nazirite must shave is a full ladle of dust from a corpse. 
The Sages taught (Tosefta, Oholot 2:3): Which is a corpse that 
has the halakha of dust," i.e., whose dust imparts impurity? A 
corpse that was buried naked in a marble coffin or on a stone 
floor; this is a corpse that has the halakha of dust that imparts 
impurity. Any dust found there must have come from the corpse. 
However, if it was buried in its cloak, or in a wooden coffin, or 
ona brick floor, this is a corpse that does not have the halakha 
of dust that imparts impurity. In the latter cases it is assumed 
that the dust from the corpse includes particles from the clothes, 
wood, or bricks that disintegrated, and there is a tradition that 
the impurity of dust applies only to dust that comes solely from 
the corpse, not to a mixture from different sources. 


With regard to the same issue, Ulla said: Dust is only that which 
comes from the flesh and from the sinews and from the bones 
of the corpse together, but not if it came from one of these alone. 
Rava raised an objection to Ulla from the following baraita: 
Dust that comes from the flesh is pure. It can be inferred from 
here that if it comes from the bone it is impure, even though 
there is no dust of flesh mixed with it. Ulla replied: You should 
say and infer like this: Dust that comes from the flesh is pure, 
unless there is bone in the flesh. 


NOTES 


His handfuls - may sbn: Some commentaries maintain that 
this means the entire amount that can be held in one hand, 
including the palm and fingers (Commentary on Nazir). The 
Jerusalem Talmud apparently understands this term similarly. 
Others rule that it is referring to the amount that can be 
contained in two hands held together (Rambam). 


HALAKHA 


His handfuls - məm xbn: If the bones of a corpse have 
decayed into dust in the grave, a handful of that dust, which 
is the amount of a full ladle, imparts impurity through car- 
rying and as a tent, and a nazirite must shave on its account. 
However, it does not impart impurity through touch. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
with regard to the amount of a full ladle (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:11 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
7:2, 5). 


BACKGROUND 

His handfuls [melo hofnav] - may xn: The expression melo 

hofnav, the amount that fits into two hands when cupped 

ogether, is mentioned in the Torah in reference to the burn- 
ing of the incense in the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur (Leviti- 
cus 16:12). No precise measurement is stated. Rather, this is 

he amount that fits into the hands of the High Priest serving 

on that day. Other measurements are based on parts of the 

body, e.g., a fingerbreadth and a handbreadth. They were 

used frequently and became standardized according to the 

size of an average hand. By contrast, the handfuls mentioned 

here are a measurement that was not standardized with any 

precision. In any event, the amount that fits into the cupped 

hands of an average-sized individual is twice the amount that 
fits into one open hand. 


HALAKHA 


A corpse that has dust — Erak wno nia: The dust of a corpse 
imparts impurity only if the deceased was buried without 
clothes in a marble or glass coffin, or one of similar mate- 
rial, and the corpse was not lacking a limb. However, if the 
corpse was buried in a robe or in a wooden or metal coffin, 
or if was lacking a limb, its dust does not impart impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:3 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


It is impossible for there to be flesh and bones without 
sinews [gidim] - ops Xba ninyyh wad wor ox: The word 
gidim is used by the Sages as a general term for all tube- shaped 
tissues that connect or serve as channels between different 
parts of the body. Larger parts of various systems that serve 
very different functions in the body, e.g., veins and arteries 
in the pulmonary system, visible nerves such as the sciatic 
nerve in the nervous system, and tissues connecting the bones, 
are all included in the category of gidim. For this reason, it is 
inconceivable that a bone that is covered with some flesh 
would not contain at least part of one of these systems. It 
would often contain a significant amount of them, which is 
why the Sages said that it is impossible for there to be flesh 
and bones without sinews. 


HALAKHA 


Two corpses, etc. — 131 ON 13%: The dust of two corpses 
buried together does not impart impurity, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:5). 


Dust that comes from two corpses — DA WM KIT IPY: 
A double handful of dust from two corpses combine, if 
the halakha of the dust of a corpse applies to both corpses 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:3). 


If one cut the hair of a corpse, etc. — 131 Swe na: If the hair or 
nails of a corpse is cut and buried with the body, its dust does 
not impart impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 
3:5 and Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:4). 


Everything that is in a corpse is impure, etc. - KAY naaw b> 
"131: All parts of a corpse impart ritual impurity, apart from the 
teeth, hair, and nails, as they are replaced as one grows. This 
ruling applies only if they were detached from the corpse. 
However, they do impart impurity when joined to the body. 
For example, if, at the time of death, the corpse was outside a 
house but its hair trailed inside, the contents of the house are 
rendered impure with the impurity of a tent (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:13). 


If he did not cut it, he raises this case as a dilemma - tt3 xb 
mb Y3: It is uncertain whether or not hair of a corpse ready 
to be cut, and nails ready for removal, are considered part of the 
body. Consequently, it is uncertain whether one who touches 
them is impure, as Hizkiyya's dilemma remains unresolved 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:13). 


NOTES 


Mixture [galgallin] - pois: t is clear from the context that 
galgallin nullifies the halakha of the dust of a corpse. However, 
the early commentaries dispute the meaning and significance 
of this term. Some explain that galgallin means something 
that rolls [mitgalgel], i.e., a foreign substance mingled with 
the dead matter (Commentary on Nazir). Others claim that it 
refers to a kind of shroud rolled around a corpse (Arukh). Yet 
others state that it means dust [ga/] mixed with substances 
from the corpse. Alternatively, is related to gilgul, a cause; in 
other words, galgallin is a substance that causes the halakha 
of dust of a corpse to be negated (Tosafot, citing Arukh; Meiri; 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Hair is ready to be shaved - nyy miy iww: The commen- 
taries are unsure as to the meaning of Hizkiyyas question. Is he 
asking about impurity itself, whether hair of this kind imparts 
impurity like that of a corpse, or is he is referring to the halakha 
of a mixture, i.e. if the hair is not considered part of the body, 
is the rest of the dust of the corpse pure, as it has another 
substance mixed with it (Tosafot)? The early commentaries 
dispute whether the discussion in the Gemara lends support 
to one or the other of these interpretations. 


232 NAZIR: PEREK VII: Ş1A ` K191% p2 


TWI? Wary ns DPA wD? NT 
rps cba mingyd) 


137 VOX aX Ta YW IX 
- Ty DY M Nap! OND Bw BOP 
IN DOR TD my pha ey 


a aan ape) ee 
xo by sayy py jnyy ya 
ag 


PIPI MIIN 
ib nwy - iay nap hye ma 
Kov- naaW be: ONT Wn poss 
sMaxm wem own jo yin 

prao [pan nw 


may vipa Aye mpn va 
raw DANA Ma TYTYY 
wbr ix patina ta yT 

PATA NI NA RET 


stan vata mari > Diw) 
- na KD KI IAT own - NAYO 
pba: TPT Np DT isch 

ao wana - 1 x) 


Nay DN YWA KIT IP) 


produced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rava continued to question Ulla’s opinion: Even if one interprets 
the baraita in this manner, there is no mention of sinews here at 
all, and Ulla maintains that sinews must also contribute to the 
makeup of part of the dust. Ulla replied that there is no need to 
mention sinews explicitly, as it is impossible for there to be flesh 
and bones without sinews.’ Once it is established that the dust 
is from bones and flesh, it necessarily includes sinews as well. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the dust of a corpse. Rav 
Shmuel bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Two corpses" 
that were buried with one another become a mixture 
[galgallin]"' with one another. Their dust is considered mixed 
together and does not impart the impurity of the dust from a single 
corpse. Rav Natan raises an objection to this opinion: But it 
is taught that dust that comes from two corpses" is impure. 


Rava said: That baraita is referring to a case where they buried 
this corpse by itself and that corpse by itself, and they decayed 
separately, and they both stood at, i.e., yielded the amount of, a 
full ladle of dust. In this situation, the dust imparts impurity 
despite the fact that it is not from a single corpse, as the status of 
dust from a corpse initially applied to each corpse. However, ifthe 
corpses decayed together they are considered to be mixed together, 
which means that their dust does not impart impurity. 


The Gemara cites a further statement with regard to dust of a 
corpse. Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If one 
cut the hair of a corpse" and buried the hair with it, the hair 
becomes part of the mixture for the dust, and it does not impart 
impurity. In relation to the above, the Gemara states: We learned 
in a mishna there (Oholot 3:3): Everything that is in a corpse 
is impure," except for the teeth, the hair, and the nails, which 
do not impart impurity as part of the body. But when they are 
attached to the corpse, they are all impure. 


With regard to this halakha, Hizkiyya raised a dilemma: If hair 
of a corpse is ready to be shaved," or its nail is ready to be cut, 
what is the halakha? Do we say that anything that is ready to 
be cut is considered cut, and therefore these are considered 
detached from the body and do not impart impurity? Or, perhaps 
now, in any event, they are attached, and therefore they should 
impart impurity? 


The Gemara asks: And let Hizkiyya resolve this dilemma from 
the aforementioned statement of Rabba bar bar Hana, that hair 
buried with a corpse forms a mixture with the corpse. The infer- 
ence is as follows: The reason that it forms a mixture is because 
he cut the hair, from which it may be inferred ifhe did not cut the 
hair it would not form a mixture, even ifit was ready to be cut. The 
Gemara rejects this argument: One can respond that this is what 
Rabba bar bar Hana is saying: If he cut it, it definitely forms a 
mixture; if he did not cut it, Rabba bar bar Hana is unsure as to 
the halakha and he raises this case as a dilemma." 


LANGUAGE 


Mixture [galgallin] - pois: The commentaries are divided 
with regard to the correct version and the meaning of this 
term. Some accept the versions that appear in several manu- 
scripts, of either gangillin or ganginon. The meaning and 
derivation of these words is not at all straightforward. It can 
be argued that they are derived from the Greek yayyhiov, 


ganglion, which generally means either a small cystic or nerve 
growth. Others suggest that they come from yayypatva, 
gangraina, decayed or gangrenous flesh. Some say they are 
from the Greek yayyapov, gangamon, meaning both net 
and navel, while yet others suggest the Latin cingulum, a belt 
or sash. 
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§ Rabbi Yirmeya raised another dilemma concerning the dust of 
a corpse: With regard to dust that comes from the heel,®™ what is 
the halakha? The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: 
Do we say that when we learn this halakha through tradition, is it 
only in reference to dust that comes from all of a corpse, but with 
regard to dust that comes from its heel, no, this halakha does not 
apply; or perhaps it is no different? 


The Gemara suggests a resolution of this dilemma: Come and hear, 
as Rabbi Natan, son of Rabbi Oshaya, taught: Dust that comes 
from two corpses is impure. And if it enters your mind that dust 
that comes from the heel does not impart impurity, go here and 
consider that perhaps the dust came from the heel," and go here 
too and consider that perhaps it came from the heel. The fact that 
the dust is considered definitely impure shows that dust from the 
heel imparts impurity as well. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: If the entire corpse decayed 
and the dust came from the heel, so too, it is all impure, as the dust 
of the heel is not considered to be a foreign substance. Rather, here 
Rabbi Natan is referring to a case where one limb decayed" and 
the dust came from the heel. It was with regard to this situation that 
Rabbi Yirmeya asked: What is its halakha? Does this dust impart 
impurity or not? No answer was found, and therefore the Gemara 
states that the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya raised yet another dilemma: Does a dead fetus 
in its dead mother’s womb form a mixture with regard to her, so 
that the bodies are considered like two corpses buried together, or 
not? The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Do we say 
that since the Master said that a fetus is considered as the thigh of 
its mother, it is therefore like her body and it does not form a 
mixture with it? Or perhaps one should maintain: Since in most 
cases a fetus will ultimately emerge" from the womb at birth, it is 
already considered separated from her, and it is like any other 
corpse buried with the woman. And if you say that a fetus, which 
will ultimately emerge, is considered separated from her and is 
not part of her body, one must still ask this question 


NOTES 


Dust that comes from the heel 


~ Spy a x27 Apr: Many com- 


From the heel - 2p% 77: Some commentaries maintain that the 


mentaries find this entire discussion problematic, to the extent 
that the Rid concedes that he does not comprehend the passage 
and is unable to explain it. There are two broad explanations 
here. Most early commentaries understand the word heel liter- 
ally, and the heel is singled out because its flesh is callous and 
dulled even during a person's lifetime (Josafot; Rosh; Rabbeinu 
Peretz). Consequently, one might think that it should not be 
considered part of the impure dust of a corpse. Others, based 
on a different version of the text, maintain that the reference is 
not to a heel in particular, but to any part of the body that is not 
vital for existence (Meiri). According to this opinion, the question 
is referring to a case where that part of the body is removed 
and buried on its own. The comments in the Jerusalem Talmud 
indicate that the discussion is understood in a similar manner 
there, although that Gemara is also problematic (see Meiri). A 
similar interpretation is that the term heel refers to the lower part 
of the body, which might not impart impurity as dust because 
it is not the central part of the corpse (Commentary on Nazir). 
All these explanations have their difficulties, both with regard to 
the arguments themselves and in terms of how their claims fit 
in with the text of the Gemara. 


phrase from the heel simply means that the dust contains part of 
the heel (Tosafot). According to this opinion, if dust from the heel 
does not impart impurity, the combined dust of the two corpses 
would amount to less than the required amount of a full ladle 
of dust. Other commentaries explain that: From the heel, means 
that it is possible that the dust from the two corpses is merely 
from the heel (Commentary on Nazir), or that it is considered a 
mixture with the dust from the rest of the body (Meiri). 


Where one limb decayed, etc. — 13) 38% TM DP VK: Some 
commentaries explain that this is referring to a case where the 
foot decayed, and it is assumed that the heel rotted before the 
rest of the body did, as a heel decomposes quickly. The halakha 
of dust that imparts impurity does not apply to decomposition 
of this kind (Tosafot). Others maintain, in accordance with their 


interpretations of the entire passage, that the Gemara is speak- 


ing only of the heel, which decayed by itself (Commentary on 
Nazir, Meiri). 
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BACKGROUND 


Dust that comes from the heel - apy7 ja X37 IP: Flesh 
rom the heel and the skin that covers it are different in 
many ways from other tissues in the body. The quality of 
he blood vessels and nerves in heels renders them less 
vulnerable to pain and wounds. This has led some con- 
emporary medical experts to assert that these tissues are 
undamentally different from others in the body and have 
heir own form of development. Since they consider the 
heel a kind of dead zone in their classification of the parts 
of the body, the Sages ask whether or not the halakhot 
hat apply to flesh from other parts of a corpse should 
apply to the heel as well. 


HALAKHA 

A fetus will ultimately emerge - nyh iajoT 32W: If a 
pregnant woman died and was buried with the fetus in 
her womb, the dust from both of them does not impart 
impurity. The Rambam follows his usual principle that 
the halakha is in accordance with the option that forms 
the basis of the Gemara’s ensuing dilemma that opens 
with: And if you say (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 3:5, and Kesef Mishne there, and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:4). 
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HALAKHA 


Semen.. excrement, etc. — 3) AWYS...y1 NIW: The 
Rambam omits these cases in his rulings of halakhot. The 
later authorities claim that the answer to Rav Shmuel bar 
Aha's difficulty is a mere refutation, and that all these com- 
binations are in fact considered a mixture (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:4, and Lehem Mishna there; Arukh 
HaShulhan HeAtid, Hilkhot Tumat Met 8:19). 


A corpse that was ground — ‘anew m: A corpse that was 
ground into dust does not impart ritual impurity, as it did 
not become dust of its own accord (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut7:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:6). 


If a corpse was ground and it later decayed — 71m) jane 
apm: If someone ground a corpse and left it until it fully 
decayed, it is uncertain whether its dust imparts impurity. 
Consequently, it is uncertain whether one who comes into 
contact with its dust is impure, as this question was not 
resolved by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Palm water [mei dekalim] — D>pt »3: Based on the con- 
ext of the Gemara, this apparently is referring to water 
rom the spring at Har HaBarzel, northeast of the Sea of 
Galilee. This was possibly one of the springs in the area 
hat was used for medicinal purposes. The water of these 
springs contains many minerals. The high sulfur content in 
hese waters transforms the stomach fluids into a hydro- 
gen sulfide solution, H:S, which has a purgative effect. 
Palm water became famous for this quality. 


BACKGROUND 
Waters of Tiberias — 8139 19: This refers to the hot springs 
near the city of Tiberias, which can reach temperatures of 
60° Celsius and even higher. 


Hot springs of Tiberias 
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with regard to semen in a dead woman’s womb. What is the halakha 
in this case? Does it form a mixture with respect to the woman’s 
body? The Gemara explains the two sides of this dilemma: Do we 
say that since no fetus was formed from the semen, it is considered 
like her body? Or, perhaps one should argue that since it comes 
from outside, it is not considered part of her body. 


Rav Pappa raised a similar dilemma: With regard to her excre- 
ment," the food waste that remains in a woman's intestines, what is 
the halakha? Once again, the Gemara explains the two sides of this 
dilemma: Do we say that since she cannot subsist without food it 
is considered her life, which means that the food left inside her body 
is part of her and does not form a mixture with the corpse? Or 
perhaps this too comes from outside and is therefore not part of 
her body, and does form a mixture with her corpse. Similarly, Rav 
Aha, son of Rav Ika, raised a dilemma concerning a corpse: With 
regard to its skin," what is the halakha? Rav Huna bar Manoah 
likewise raised a dilemma: With regard to its phlegm and its spittle, 
what is the halakha? 


Rav Shmuel bar Aha said to Rav Pappa: But ifit enters your mind 
that all these cases of which they spoke form a mixture, under 
what circumstances do you find this case of dust that imparts 
impurity? Dust from a corpse will always include some components 
of the aforementioned elements. The Gemara answers: It is possible. 
For example, if someone was given palm water [mei dekalim],' a 
powerful laxative, to drink" before he died, and was rubbed with a 
depilatory agent to remove his hair, and was boiled after death in 
the hot waters of Tiberias" until the skin came off, this would 
remove all matter that is not part of the corpse itself. 


Abaye said: We have a tradition that a corpse that was ground" 
into small pieces has no halakha of dust. A dilemma was raised 
before the Sages: Ifa corpse was ground after death and the remains 
later decayed," what is the halakha? The Gemara clarifies the two 
sides of the dilemma: Is the halakha of dust ofa corpse only due to 
the fact that there is flesh and sinews and bones, and all these are 
present in this case, so it is impure? Or perhaps, we require the 
corpse to have decayed from its initial state, before it was ground, 
and this is not the situation here. As was the case with regard to the 
previous inquiries, no answer was found, and the Gemara says that 
the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


NOTES 


Its skin [oro] — jiy: The notion that a corpse's skin should not 
be considered part of the body is puzzling, especially in light 
of the halakha that the skin of a corpse imparts ritual impurity. 
The commentaries disprove the suggestion that the Gemara 
is referring to skin stripped from a corpse and buried with it 
(Rabbeinu Peretz). The early commentaries explain that the 
dilemma concerning the skin is applicable according to the opin- 
ion that the impurity of the skin of a corpse applies by rabbinic 
law. Since, according to this opinion, skin is not considered part 
of the body by Torah law, it is possible that it might be classified 
as forming a mixture with the corpse (Rabbeinu Peretz). Some 
suggest that the word oro in this context does not mean its skin. 
Rather, it is related to the word me‘arer, meaning to pour, and is 
referring to saliva found in the mouth, which is not released by 
coughing like phlegm or through force of effort like spittle but 
flows out on its own (Commentary on Nazir). 


Was given palm water to drink — D>pt m AYPwR: This water 
is a strong laxative that releases all excrement from the bowels 
(Commentary on Nazir). Others add that it also serves to drain 
out any moisture, e.g., phlegm or spittle (Tosafot). 


Boiled in the waters of Tiberias - x29 72 pow: The point of 
this procedure is to remove the skin and phlegm (Commentary 
on Nazir). The commentaries explain that boiling and removing 
the skin are insufficient, as the roots of the hair remain attached 
at the subcutaneous level of the skin. It is therefore necessary 
to rub a depilatory agent on it afterward to eradicate the roots 
of the hair as well (Josafot; Meiri). Alternatively, if the head is 
boiled in hot springs, part of the soft flesh might fall apart as 
well, which would render the corpse deficient. Consequently, the 
rest of the body must be boiled, while the head is rubbed with 
a depilatory agent (see Meiri). Others contend that the Gemara 
is not referring to successive actions on a single corpse. Rather, 
each action in this list, i.e applying palm water, boiling, and 
rubbing a depilatory agent, is a separate response to the various 
dilemmas raised by amora’im above. 
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§ Ulla bar Hanina teaches: A corpse that lacks a part" does not 
have the halakha of dust, which imparts ritual impurity in the 
amount of a full ladle, nor the halakha of earth that is caught 
[tefusa] and considered part of a corpse. If a deficient corpse is 
moved, the surrounding earth is not considered part of it and need 
not be moved together with the body, as must be performed for 
a whole corpse. Nor does the halakha of a graveyard" apply. If 
three corpses are discovered in close proximity and one of them 
is deficient in some way, one need not search for more bodies out 
of concern that the location might have been a cemetery, as must 
be done if three intact corpses are found. Rather, the bodies are 
considered isolated corpses. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Eduyyot 6:3) that 
addresses the question of whether an olive-bulk of flesh that came 
from a living person imparts ritual impurity as it would were it 
to come from a corpse: No, if you say that an olive-bulk of flesh 
imparts impurity with regard to a corpse, whose halakhot of 
impurity are stringent, as the majority of its structure or the 
majority of the number of its bones, or a quarter-kav of its bones, 
or even a full ladle of its dust impart impurity, shall you also 
say that it imparts impurity with regard to a living person, who 
does not have the halakha of the majority of structure or the 
majority of the number of its bones, nor a quarter-kav, nor a full 
ladle of dust? 


The Gemara analyzes this passage: What are the circumstances of 
that mishna that deals with a limb from a living person? If you 
say that one limb of a living person decayed, and the mishna is 
indicating that in the corresponding situation with regard to a 
corpse, there is dust even from one limb. This shows that the 
halakha of dust applies to a corpse that is missing a limb and not 
just to a complete corpse. The Gemara rejects this argument: Did 
the mishna teach that this corpse in that particular case of an 
isolated limb has the halakha of dust? That is merely an inference, 
as it is not stated explicitly in the mishna itself. Rather, the mishna 
teaches us this: The name, i.e., the category, of a corpse has dust. 
However, the name ofa living person does not have dust. 


Rava raised a dilemma: If a limb of a body decayed when he was 
alive," and that individual subsequently died, what is the halakha? 
Do we say that when this is learned as a tradition that dust imparts 
ritual impurity, this applies only if the body decayed when he 
was dead, but not when he was alive, and therefore this corpse is 
considered deficient and its dust does not impart impurity? Or 
perhaps, now in any event he is dead, and his whole body has 
decomposed, and consequently its dust does impart impurity. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the aforementioned mishna: 
No, if you say that an olive-bulk of flesh imparts impurity with 
regard to a corpse, whose halakhot of impurity are stringent, as 
the majority of its structure or the majority of the number of its 
bones, or a quarter-kav of its bones, or even a full ladle of its dust 
imparts impurity, shall you also say that this it imparts impurity 
with regard to a living person, who does not have the halakha of 
the majority of structure or the majority of the number of its bones, 
nor a quarter-kav, nor a full ladle of dust. 


The Gemara infers from this passage: The reason the olive-bulk of 
flesh does not impart impurity is due to the fact that it is from a 
living person, from which it may be inferred that in a correspond- 
ing situation involving a corpse, the corpse has the halakha of dust, 
even if the limb had decomposed during the deceased's lifetime. 
The Gemara rejects this contention as above: Did the mishna teach 
that this corpse in that particular case of an isolated limb has the 
halakha of dust? That is merely an inference, as it is not stated 
explicitly in the mishna itself. Rather, the mishna teaches us this: 
The name, i.e., the category, of a corpse has dust. However, the 
name ofa living person does not have dust. 


HALAKHA 
A corpse that lacks a part, etc. — 131 omw ma: The dust 
of a corpse that is missing a limb does not impart ritual 
impurity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut7:3 and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:4). 


Nor the halakha of earth that is caught, nor a graveyard - 
ninap naw xh) TDA K: If a dead person is missing 

a limb that would have caused his death had it been 

removed when he was alive, the halakhot of caught earth 

and a graveyard do not apply to this corpse (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:5). 


Decayed when he was alive, etc. — 1D19n KTW DPT: 
If part of a dead person rotted during his lifetime, it is 
uncertain whether one who comes into contact with the 
rest of his dust after his death is impure, as this dilemma 
was not resolved in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut7:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:7). 


NOTES 


Nor the halakha of a graveyard - ninap nsw xd): The 
commentaries point out that this case is apparently not 
related to the halakhot of ritual impurity. Rather, the issue 
is factual: Does the discovery of three corpses indicate the 
presence of an ancient cemetery on the site? If so, what 
difference does it make if one of the bodies is missing a 
limb (Tosafot)? They suggest that perhaps it is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that this halakha of a 
cemetery applies only to intact corpses (see Rosh). Oth- 
ers propose a logical explanation: If one of the corpses is 
incomplete, this might indicate that a fight occurred, and 
the victims were buried at the site. If so, one need not be 
concerned that more bodies might be found there, as 
there is no reason to suppose that the area was ever used 
as a cemetery (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


And the Sages calculated that this is the volume of a len- 
til-bulk - Mwaysa Daan nyy: The carcass of a creeping 

animal imparts ritual impurity if it has the volume a lentil- 
bulk. All creeping animals combine to form this amount 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot Halumot 4:2). 


Does have a soul, etc. — 131711203 71a mops: If someone eats 
a forbidden creature in its entirety, e.g., if he eats an ant, he 
is liable to receive lashes regardless of its size. However, if it 
is missing even a leg, he is liable only if he ate the amount 
of an olive-bulk. This is because the Gemara’s dilemma is 
left unresolved, and the court does not administer lashes 
in a case of uncertainty (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:22, and Mishne LaMelekh there). 


BACKGROUND 


Skink [homet] - vnin: The homet is one of the eight creep- 
ing or swarming animals mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 
11:30). Precise identification of each of these creatures is by 
no means a simple matter. Throughout the generations, 
there were two traditions with regard to identification of the 
homet. Some say it is one of the subspecies of snails that lack 
a shell. This interpretation is supported by the claim that it 
is as large as a lentil-bulk, which is the size of a small snail. 
Others identify the homet as a species of reptile similar to 
the chameleon (Rav Se’adya Gaon). Nowadays the homet 
is widely regarded as a species of skink. Dwelling primarily 
in the sand, narrow and thin skinned, some varieties of 
the skink have only two working limbs along with two 
atrophied limbs, while others have no limbs at all. 


Legless skink 
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§ In relation to the above discussion concerning a body without 
alimb, Rava raised a dilemma: If someone eats an entire ant, even 
if it is less than an olive-bulk in volume, he is liable for eating a 
creeping animal because it is a whole creature. Rava’s dilemma was 
as follows: If one eats an ant that lacks a part, e.g., a leg, what is 
the halakha? Is this individual liable to receive lashes? The two 
possibilities are as follows: Is it learned as tradition that the 
amount for which one is liable is a whole ant, and this one is 
lacking? Or did we learn that he is punished for a viable entity, 
and there is a viable entity here, despite the missing limb? 


Rav Yehuda from Diskarta said: Come and hear the following 
halakhic midrash concerning the ritual impurity of creeping ani- 
mals. The verse states: “Whoever touches them when they are 
dead shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:31). One might have thought 
this halakha applies only to all of them, i.e., to complete creatures. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And upon whatever any of them, 
when they are dead, fall, it shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:32), which 
indicates that part of these creatures also imparts impurity. If the 
halakha were derived solely from the phrase “of them,” one might 
have thought that it applies even to a small part of them. The verse 
therefore states: “Them,” which means all of them. 


How so? How can one reconcile the two verses? He does not 
become ritually impure unless he touches at least part of them 
that is equal in measure to all of them, i.e., a large part. And the 
Sages calculated that this is the volume of a lentil-bulk." Why is 
this? As the start of the formation of a skink,® one of the eight 
impure creeping animals, is the size of a lentil-bulk. This con- 
cludes the halakhic midrash. With regard to the issue at hand, one 
can learn from here that it is learned as a tradition that the 
amount" for a creature to be considered whole is a lentil-bulk. If 
so, an ant missing a limb should likewise not have the status of 
a creature. 


Rav Shemaya said, in refutation of this argument: When we 
require the above amount, that if it is not the volume of a lentil- 
bulk it does not impart impurity, the requirement applies only 
in a case where the creature does not have a living soul before it 
grows to the size of a lentil. However, if it does have a soul," this 
volume is not required. If the creature can survive, perhaps it 
does impart impurity even if it is lacking a limb. Consequently, 
with regard to an ant that is missing a limb, the dilemma remains 
unresolved for you. 


NOTES 


Learn from here that it is learned as a tradition that the 
amount, etc. — 13197193 MY FINI yw: Some commentar- 
ies explain that once it is derived from the verse that the size 
of a whole creature is required, it is evident that an animal 
that is missing a limb no longer imparts ritual impurity, and 
therefore it is not prohibited to consume it either (Commentary 
on Nazir). Others state that a skink in its entirety is the volume 
of a lentil-bulk, including its legs and other limbs. If part of it is 


removed, the creature no longer imparts impurity even if the 
skink can survive without this part, because the remainder is 
less than the minimum size. This shows that the amount of 
a whole creature is required (Tosafot). Others formulate the 
argument as follows: If an ant from which a limb has been 
removed is nevertheless considered a creature, a skink should 
impart impurity even if it is less than the volume of a lentil (Rosh; 
Rabbeinu Azriel). 
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§ The mishna taught that a nazirite must shave for impurity 
imparted by a spine and skull. A dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: Did we learn a spine and [ve] skull together? Or perhaps 
the mishna means either a spine or a skull. Does the conjunctive 
vav signify: And, or: Or? Rava said: Come and hear a resolution 
from a baraita: In the case of a spine, the majority of whose ribs 
were removed" while the spine itself remained intact, it is ritually 
pure. And if it was in a grave, even if it was broken or disassembled, 
it is impure, due to the grave, which joins all the bones together. 


The Gemara infers from this baraita: The reason it is ritually pure 
in the first case is due to the fact that the ribs were removed, from 
which it may be inferred that if they were not removed, it is impure 
on its own, even without the skull. Learn from this that the mishna 
teaches: Either a spine or a skull. The Gemara rejects this claim: 
The baraita does not teach this explicitly. It does not state that if the 
ribs were not removed the spine imparts ritual impurity by itself. 
Rather, the baraita teaches us this, that if the ribs were removed 
the spine is pure. And as to the other issue, the impurity of a spine 
on its own, the dilemma remains unresolved for you. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a resolution from the 
Tosefta (Oholot 4:2). Rabbi Yehuda says that Rabbi Akiva deems 
six items impure that the Rabbis deem pure, and Rabbi Akiva 
later retracted his opinion. And an incident occurred in which they 
brought a box that was full of bones to the synagogue of black- 
smiths [tarsiyyim],' and they placed it in an open airspace, not 
under the roof, so that it would not impart ritual impurity. And 
Todos the doctor’ entered and all the other doctors entered with 
him, and they said, after examining the pile: There is not a full 
spine from one corpse here."® 


The Gemara infers from this incident: The reason it is ritually pure 
is due to the fact that there was no spine from one corpse, from 
which one can infer that if there is either a spine or a skull from 
one corpse, a nazirite must shave due to it. Learn from this that 
we learned in the mishna that a nazirite shaves either for a spine or 
a skull. The Gemara rejects this argument: The tanna of the baraita 
is speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary, as follows: It 
is not necessary to state that there is no spine and skull from one 
corpse in the box, but even the remains of either a spine from one 
corpse or askull from one corpse, which together impart impurity, 
are not present. Instead, there are parts of spines and skulls from 
several bodies. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear from the tally in the 
above baraita: And what are those six items that Rabbi Akiva 
deems ritually impure and the Rabbis deem ritually pure? They 
consist of a limb from a corpse" that comes from, i.e., is combined 
with, two corpses; and a severed limb from a living person that 
comes from two living people; and half-kav of bones that come 
from two corpses; and a quarter-log of blood that comes from 
two corpses; and of a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk, even from 
one body, that was divided into two; and the spine and the skull 
from two corpses. 


LANGUAGE 


Blacksmiths [tarsiyyim] - 


as well as a certain type of silversmith. 


DD Ww: From the name of the Greek 
city Tapods, Tarsus. This ancient city, located in Asia Minor, once 
served as a center of Greek culture and manufacturing. The resi- 
dents of Tarsus excelled in various crafts, principally the weaving 
of special textiles and fine metalwork, e.g., inlaying or casting 
different kinds of metals. Several trades are named after the city. 
The Sages used the word tarsiyyim for a particular kind of weaver, 
perhaps those who produced the tapestries and linens of Tarsus, 


Already in the Second Temple period, there were synagogues 
associated with distinct groups of craftsmen, a tradition that has 
continued until recent generations. Accordingly, it is not surpris- 
ing that there was a special synagogue for blacksmiths. It is also 
possible that this was the synagogue of Jews from Tarsus, which 
had a Jewish community. This would follow the ancient tradition 
of Jews from a particular town banding together in a new region 
or country to form their own synagogue. 


HALAKHA 


A spine, the majority of whose ribs were removed — 
maw pyoy ain TW TTIW: If the majority of the ribs of 
a spine were removed, it does not impart impurity in a 
ent, even if the spine itself remains intact. If it was in a 
grave, it imparts impurity in a tent even if it was bro- 
en into small pieces, as the grave joins them together 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:7). 


A limb from a corpse, etc. — 131.737 p2 Vax: A limb 
from a corpse that is combined from two corpses, a 
imb combined from two living people, a quarter-kav 
of bones from two corpses, a quarter-/og of blood from 
wo bodies, spine bones joined from two corpses, and 
skull bones from two corpses impart ritual impurity 
hrough contact or carrying but not in a tent, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:1-2). 


PERSONALITIES 


Todos the doctor — Natt Ditin: Todos is a shortened 
version of the Greek name ©ed8wpog, Theodoros, 
or, in Hebrew, Mattityahu. It appears that Todos was 
a prominent doctor in the generation following the 
destruction of the Second Temple. There are a number of 
cases recorded in the Talmud in which the Sages relied 
on his professional advice. 


NOTES 


There is not a full spine from one corpse here — py 
INN mAN ATW N3: The commentaries ask: Since this 
was evidently not a whole spine but was broken into its 
constituent vertebrae, what is the point of the question? 
After all, a spine of this kind certainly does not impart 
ritual impurity (Josafot). They answer that these bones 
were previously in a whole state in a grave, which a 
nazirite was overlaying. It was therefore necessary to 
clarify whether or not the grave joined them together 
to render the nazirite impure (see Rosh and Rabbeinu 
Peretz). 


BACKGROUND 


There is not a full spine from one corpse here — px 
INN Da MW N2: This determination required medi- 
cal expertise, as only a doctor could examine the form 
of each bone and decide whether the collection was 
from one or several bodies. This became easier when 
duplicate bones were found in the collection, as two of 
the same bones could not have come from the same 
body. Once it was determined that the bones were from 
more than one body, the investigation would have been 
painstaking, as separated vertebrae from the spinal col- 
umn, which in this case were broken, are very similar 
to each other, and each body contains many of these 
bones. For this reason, great expertise was required to 
determine the origin of the bones. 
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NOTES 
A mnemonic, an individual, etc. — ^3) 79M pp: This mne- 
monic, which does not appear in all manuscripts, is difficult 
to decipher. Some commentaries explain it as referring to 
the four options offered in the following discussion for the 
halakha omitted from the tally, with each term representing 
one option (Shoshannim LeDavid). 


Rabbi Akiva held onto his opinion - iva KJP% 27 bw id: 
Some say that Rabbi Akiva was known to have repeated this 
ruling to his disciples on many occasions, and it is therefore 
evident that he did not change his mind. 


Quarter-kav of bones from bones — Dva¥¥it pa ninyy yai: 
Some commentaries suggest that Beit Shammai received a 
ruling referring to a quarter-kav of bones from bones, which 
they interpreted as referring to two or three bones. Conversely, 
Beit Hillel's ruling stated: A quarter-kav from the body, which 
they explained as a reference to the majority of the structure 
or the majority of the number of bones, which has the status 
of a whole corpse. 


Or from two or from three — nown ix Dwn iX: Accord- 
ing to most commentaries, this means: From two or three 
bones. They apparently maintain that a quarter-kav from a 
single bone does not impart ritual impurity (see Meiri). Others 
explain that Beit Shammai are referring to bones from two or 
three different people (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, 
Eduyyot 1:7). If so, Beit Shammai maintain that bones from 
several people can combine to the amount of a quarter-kav. 
This means that Rabbi Akiva rules in accordance with the 
opinion of Beit Shammai. It is stated in one source that Rabbi 
Akiva was a Shamuti, a follower of Beit Shammai. 


HALAKHA 


To the exclusion of a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk — 
Tyv oxy magh: A bone from a corpse that has the vol- 
ume of a barley- grain-bulk imparts impurity by contact and 
carrying, which means that a nazirite who touches or carries 
it is obligated to shave. However, it does not render people or 
items impure in a tent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 2:10 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6). 


A bone that is a barley-grain-bulk was divided - mjiywa oxy 
ponaw: A bone the volume of a barley-grain-bulk that was 
split i in two imparts ritual impurity by carrying, as the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:4, and Kesef Mishne there). 


Quarter-kav of bones - minayy yar: A quarter-kav of bones 
imparts impurity even if the bones do not contain the majority 
of the structure or the majority of the number of the bones of 
a corpse, nor a spine or whole skull. This quarter-kav imparts 
ritual impurity by touch, carrying, and in a tent (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:9, and Kesef Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 
Bones [atzamim] - Ovaxy: Although this plural term usually 
appears as the feminine atzamot, the masculine form atzamim 
is occasionally used (see Ezekiel 24:4). 
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And if it enters your mind that the halakha applies to either 
a spine or a skull and they are two separate halakhot, these 
are seven cases, rather than six. The Gemara rejects this claim: 
No proof can be brought from here, as when the tanna teaches 
this tally he lists seven items. However, only six are fully relevant 
here, and therefore he said they were six. The Gemara inserts 
a mnemonic device for the ensuing suggestions as to which 
item in the list is not necessary in this context: An individual" 
disagrees with him; that he; a nazirite shaves for it; and one 
quarter-log. 


The first explanation is: Rabbi Akiva listed the spine and skull as 
separate items, but the six include anywhere that many Sages 
disagree with him, to the exclusion of the case of a bone that is 
a barley-grain-bulk," as here it is an individual who disagrees 
with Rabbi Akiva, as it is taught in a mishna (Oholot 2:7): If a 
bone that is a barley-grain-bulk was divided" into two, Rabbi 
Akiva deems it impure and Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri deems it 
pure. In this case, only one Sage disagrees with Rabbi Akiva. 


And if you wish, say a different item on the list that is omitted 
from the tally: When he teaches six, he includes a limb severed 
from a corpse, but he does not teach a limb severed from a 
living person, and that was the case that was not listed. 


And if you wish, say a different item on the list that is omitted 
from the tally: When he teaches six, he mentions anywhere that 
a nazirite shaves for his overlaying, i.e., he formed a tent over 
the remains of a corpse, to the exclusion of the case of a bone 
that is a barley-grain-bulk, as it does not impart ritual impurity 
ina tent. As stated in the mishna, this bone imparts impurity only 
through contact and carrying. 


And if you wish, say a different item on the list that is omitted 

from the tally: When he teaches six, he lists anywhere that 

Rabbi Akiva retracted his opinion, to the exclusion of a quarter- 
log of blood, as he did not retract his opinion in that case, as 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to bar Kappara: Do not teach a 

quarter-log of blood in the list of Rabbi Akiva’s retractions, as 

Rabbi Akiva held onto his opinion" in this regard. 


And furthermore, the verse supports his opinion, as it states: 

“Neither shall he go in to any dead bodies” (Leviticus 21:11). The 
plural form “bodies” indicates that two corpses can join together, 
as stated by Rabbi Akiva. Similarly, Rabbi Shimon says: All his 
days, Rabbi Akiva would deem a quarter-log of blood from two 
corpses ritually impure. Whether he retracted his opinion after 
he died, this I do not know. A Sage taught: Rabbi Shimon’s teeth 
blackened due to his fasts, which he undertook for uttering 
this irreverent comment about Rabbi Akiva. 


§ The Gemara returns to the earlier discussion. Come and 
hear an answer to the question of whether a spine and skull 
must be together to impart ritual impurity, as it is taught in a 
mishna (Eduyyot 1:7) that Beit Shammai say: The quarter-kav 
of bones," which imparts impurity in a tent, can be from several 
bones [ha‘atzamim]"' or from two or from three" bones, but 
they cannot be from one bone. And Beit Hillel say: The quarter- 
kav of bones must come from the same body, either from the 
majority of the structure of the skeleton or from the majority 
of the number of 248 bones in the body. Rabbi Yehoshua said: 
I can establish the statement of Beit Shammai and the state- 
ment of Beit Hillel as one. In other words, I can explain their 
opinions so that there is no dispute between them. 
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How so? As when Beit Shammai say: From two or three bones, 
they mean either from two shins and one thigh, or from two 
thighs" and one shin. Since the majority of a person’s height is 
contained in the height of these limbs, they are considered the 
majority of the structure of the body. And Beit Hillel say: Parts 
from the body, or from the majority of the structure, or from 
the majority of the number of bones, since they include the 
joints of the hands and feet, which comprise many small bones, 
impart impurity. Shammai says:" Even a bone from the spine or 
from the skull imparts impurity. In this source, Shammai explicitly 
refers to a spine ora skull. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: One cannot establish a general 
halakha from this source, for Shammai is different, as he is invari- 
ably stringent, whereas the Rabbis might disagree. The Gemara 
inquires: If so, let us resolve the opposite from this baraita: The 
reason that Shammai spoke of a spine or a skull is that Beit 
Shammai are stringent, from which it may be inferred that accord- 
ing to the Rabbis a spine and skull are not ritually impure unless 
both a spine and skull are present. The Gemara rejects this proof 
too: No, the Rabbis disagree with Shammai only with regard to 
one bone that comes from the spine or from the skull, but when 
it is intact, even if the bone is from one of them," either the spine 
or the skull, they possibly agree that it imparts impurity. 


§ Rami bar Hama raised a dilemma: With regard to a quarter- 
kav of bones from a spine and a skull, what is the halakha? Does 
a nazirite shave for them? The Gemara explains the two sides of 
the dilemma: When the mishna teaches that one shaves for a half- 
kav of bones, does this apply only when they are from his other 
limbs, but in the case of bones from the spine and skull, which 
are stringent," as they impart ritual impurity on their own, even 
a quarter-kav of bones imparts impurity? Or perhaps it is no 
different. 


Rava said: Come and hear a resolution from the mishna, which 
teaches: The spine and the skull. And if it enters your mind that 
a quarter-kav of bones that come froma spine and skull is more 
stringent than other limbs and imparts ritual impurity, let the 
tanna teach this halakha in a manner that presents a greater novelty, 
by stating: For a quarter-kav" of bones that come from the spine 
and the skull. 


NOTES 


Or from two thighs — o»piw nW ix: The shin and thigh con- 
stitute the majority of the leg, which forms the majority of an 
individual's height. Some commentaries find Rabbi Yehoshua’s 
statement somewhat problematic, as he lists three bones but not 
wo, whereas Beit Shammai speak of two or three (Josafot). One 
explanation is that the two thighs do not come from two legs. 
Rather, they are two bones, one thicker than the other, which 
ogether make up the thigh which are considered a single bone. 
f so, two thighs and a shin are essentially two bones, whereas 
wo shins and a thigh constitute three (Josafot; Rabbeinu Peretz). 
Others maintain that Beit Shammai’s mention of two should not 
be taken literally, as it is the manner of the Sages to refer to several 
items by this term (see 10a). 


Shammai says, etc. — 151 Wak Naw: The proof that the spine 
and skull do not need to both be present to impart ritual impurity 
is apparently from Shammai’s statement, as he explicitly counts 
the spine and skull separately. Many commentaries claim that 
the Gemara seeks to prove from Shammai's ruling that the Rabbis 
agree with him in this regard. Although he disputes the other 
opinions with regard to one bone, it is unlikely that the opinions 
are so varied that the Rabbis insist that the spine and skull must be 
together (Tosafot; Rosh). According to this explanation, the answer: 


Shammai is different as he is stringent, should be understood as 
follows: Shammai’s statement affords no proof, as he is often very 
stringent, and therefore it is possible that he maintains an extreme 
opinion in opposition to that of the Rabbis. 


The spine and skull, which are stringent — vant mbit mw: 
Some commentaries explain that the stringency is that these 
bones impart ritual impurity even if they are extremely small, e.g., if 
they are from babies or miscarried fetuses, as no minimum volume 
is stated with regard to the spine and skull (Rid). One question is 
why Rami bar Hama doesn’t inquire with regard to a quarter-kav 
from the majority of the structure or the majority of the number 
of bones, which is also a stringency (Keren Ora). The Keren Ora 
answers that, unlike the spine and skull, none of these bones is 
important or particularly stringent on its own, but only when 
combined together. 


Let the tanna teach, for a quarter-kav - y3 by ay: In other 
words, the mishna itself should have taught: For a quarter-kav of 
bones from the spine and the skull. The commentaries point out 
that if this is Rava's inference, he maintains that the spine and skull 
invariably contain more than a quarter-kav, and therefore it is a 
greater novelty for the mishna to teach: A quarter-kav of bones 
from the spine and skull (Tosafot; Rosh). 


BACKGROUND 


They include the joints of the hands and feet - pw? 
pon DP IDA: In tractate Oholot (1:8) the Sages 
count a total of thirty bones in the arms and legs, 
including hands and feet. Accordingly, the number 
of bones in these four limbs amounts to 120, close 
to half the traditional number of 248 bones in the 
body. Nowadays there are considered to be twenty- 
seven bones in each arm and twenty-six in each foot. 
Apparently the Sages also counted the tiny sesamoid 
bones found in the joints, which is why they arrived 
at a larger sum. Since the number of sesamoids varies 
with age and from one individual to another, it follows 
that in some skeletons the number of bones of the 
arms and legs could comprise the majority of bones 
of the entire body in number and size. 


HALAKHA 

Even from one of them — pinya x17 yoy: A whole 
spine or a whole skull impart impurity by contact, 
carrying, and in a tent, like an intact corpse, and a 
nazirite must shave if he is rendered impure by them. 
Although this dilemma is left unsolved by the Gemara, 
Shammai clearly rules in this manner, and the wording 
of the mishna indicates likewise (Kesef Mishne). Fur- 
thermore, the Gemara goes to great lengths to sub- 
stantiate this opinion (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 7:2 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:8). 
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HALAKHA 

With regard to a quarter-kav of bones — ninyy yatta: It 
is uncertain whether a quarter-kav of bones from a spine 
or skull imparts ritual impurity in a tent. Consequently, a 
nazirite does not shave after coming into contact with bones 
of this type. This is because Rami bar Hama's dilemma is left 
unsolved (Kesef Mishne). In any case, a nazirite certainly must 
shave for touching or carrying these bones, as the halakha 
in this case is no more lenient than with regard to a regular 
bone, which imparts impurity in this manner in the volume 
of a lentil-bulk (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:4, and 
see Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:9). 
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The Gemara expresses surprise at this argument: But wasn't it Rava 
himself who said:" This statement is necessary only for a whole 
spine and skull that do not contain a quarter-kav of bones? This 
indicates that in his opinion a quarter-kav of bones from a spine 
does impart ritual impurity. The Gemara answers: After he heard 
the statement of the tanna, he understood from Rabbi Akiva" that 
his dispute in the baraita (52a) concerns a spine and skull from two 
corpses, not a quarter-kav from a spine and skull. This interpretation 
led Rava to change his mind. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a resolution from the 
following: Shammai says that one bone from the spine or from 
the skull imparts ritual impurity. Although the Rabbis dispute his 
ruling, it can be assumed that they do not have a vastly different 
opinion. Rather, they accept that a quarter-kav from a spine imparts 
impurity and renders a nazirite obligated to shave. The Gemara 
rejects this proof: Shammai is different, as he is very stringent, and 
therefore nothing at all can be inferred from his opinion with regard 
to that of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara counters: If in fact the Rabbis maintain an extremely 
different opinion from that of Shammai, let us resolve the problem 
in the opposite manner: The reasoning here is that of Shammai, 
who is particularly stringent. From this it may be inferred that, 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis, one is not rendered impure 
and a nazirite is not required to shave unless there is a half-kav of 
bones from the spine and skull. 


The Gemara rejects this claim as well: Perhaps the argument is 
not that extreme after all, and the Rabbis disagree with Shammai 
only with regard to whether one bone from the spine or from the 
skull imparts impurity. However, with regard to a quarter-kav of 
bones," even the Rabbis might concede that it renders people and 
items ritually impure, and a nazirite must shave for it. 


NOTES 


But wasn't it Rava who said, etc. — 3) Wak NIT XII NT: 
The early commentaries dispute the meaning of this ques- 
tion. Some explain that the difficulty is Rava’s assumption 
that a spine and a skull contain more than a quarter-kav of 
bones (Josafot). Others maintain that the difficulty is more 
fundamental, as Rava’s statement indicates that a nazirite must 
shave for a quarter-kav from a spine and skull (Commentary 
on Nazir). 


After he heard the statement from Rabbi Akiva - ayaw tna 
apy IW: This phrase is difficult for several reasons. It usually 
refers to a statement of amora’im, but here it is referring to the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, a tanna. Also, in the context here it is 
unclear which statement of Rabbi Akiva is being referred to. 
Furthermore, the relevance of this statement to the issue at 
hand is not immediately evident. 

These difficulties led many commentaries to prefer a dif- 
ferent reading, which makes the Gemara easier to understand, 
although it necessitates an addition to the text. According to 
this explanation, before the phrase: But wasn't it Rava who said, 
one should insert the statement: Mar Ukva said here we are 
dealing with a spine and a skull that do not contain a quarter- 
kav. Accordingly, the novelty in the mishna is that it is referring 
to this particular spine and skull. In other words, Rava's initial 
question was based on the assumption that a spine and skull 
certainly contain a quarter-kav of bones, to which Mar Ukva 
responds that sometimes a spine or a skull can be less than a 
quarter-kav in volume. At this point, the Gemara asks: Doesn't 
Rava himself agree with that opinion? After all, Rava himself 
stated the same ruling. The Gemara proceeds to answer that 


after hearing this reasoning from Mar Ukva, not from Rabbi 
Akiva, as in the standard text, Rava retracted in accordance with 
Mar Ukva's explanation (Tosafot). 

Other commentaries uphold the standard text of the 
Gemara. They claim that the Gemara’s statement is referring to 
the comment of Rabbi Akiva in Oholot 2:4, according to which 
a spine and skull from two corpses are ritually impure. Rava 
maintains that it is reasonable to interpret this statement as 
referring to a spine and skull that contain less than a quarter- 
kav, as a quarter-kav of bones is mentioned separately in that 
same mishna. Even the Rabbis dispute Rabbi Akiva's ruling 
only with regard to bones from two bodies. However, they 
accept his opinion in the case of a spine and skull that are not 
a quarter-kav in volume, if they come from a single corpse 
(Tosafot; Rosh). According to this interpretation, the phrase: 
After he heard it from Rabbi Akiva, must be understood in a 
rather unconventional manner, as: After he analyzed and under- 
stood Rabbi Akiva's opinion. Others agree that the term heard 
means: Understood from Rabbi Akiva, although they offer a 
different explanation: The key factor is that Rabbi Akiva and 
he Rabbis in the baraita disagree only with regard to bones 
rom two corpses, but they do not dispute the relevant amount. 
This indicates that everyone agrees that broken bones do not 
impart impurity when their volume is less than a half-kav, even 
if they come from the spine and skull (Commentary on Nazir). 
The early commentaries analyze these interpretations at length 
and attempt to justify the varying explanations (see Rabbeinu 
Peretz). Later authorities also struggle to explain this passage 
and suggest various emendations to the text (see Keren Ora, 
Gra, and Birkat Rosh). 
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§ Rabbi Eliezer said that some of the early Elders would say: A 
half-kav of bones" and a half-log of blood impart ritual impurity 
in all forms. Their impurity applies by Torah law, and therefore 
they impart impurity in a tent. But a quarter-kav of bones and a 
quarter-log of blood," they do not impart impurity in all forms, i.e., 
they do not impart impurity in a tent. And some of these Elders 
would say that even a quarter-kav of bones and a quarter-log of 
blood impart impurity in all forms. This was the dispute of earlier 
generations. 


The court that followed them said: A half-kav of bones and a 
half-log of blood impart ritual impurity in all forms. A quarter-kav 
of bones and a quarter-log of blood impart impurity only with 
regard to teruma and offerings, i.e., the Sages decreed that they 
impart impurity in a tent to invalidate teruma and offerings but not 
with regard to a nazirite. A nazirite is not required to shave or bring 
offerings for impurity after contact with a quarter-kav of bones or 
a quarter-log of blood. And similarly, one who performs the ritual 
of the Paschal offering may proceed despite the fact that he came 
into contact with this amount of blood or bones, as the Sages did 
not apply this decree in cases where one’s impurity precludes the 
performance of a mitzva whose neglect is punishable by karet. 


The Gemara asks about the ruling of halakha in this case. Now 
consider, there is a principle that the decision of the third’ opinion 
is not considered a decision. A compromise ruling that seeks to 
resolve a dispute by including factors and cases that were not men- 
tioned in the other two opinions is not considered decisive, so how 
could the later court make a distinction between a Paschal offering 
and other cases? Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said: This ruling was not 
stated as a compromise. Rather, they said it from tradition, from 
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, the last of the prophets. This was 
not a new attempt to mediate between two earlier opinions but an 
ancient ruling in its own right. 


§ The mishna taught that for all these aforementioned sources of 
ritual impurity a nazirite shaves. The Gemara explains that the 
phrase: For these, in the mishna’s first clause, serves to exclude a 
bone that is a barley-grain-bulk." As for touching it and carrying 
it, yes, a nazirite shaves, but for his overlying it, no, he does 
not shave. And the phrase: For these, in the mishna’s latter 
clause, serves to exclude an overhanging [hasekhukhit]' stone." 
Although a stone that forms a cover over a corpse imparts impurity 
in a tent, a nazirite is nevertheless not obligated to shave due to 
this source of impurity. 


§ In its list of sources of impurity for which a nazirite must shave, 
the mishna taught: And a half-kav of bones. 


NOTES 


The decision of the third, etc. - ^3) moby my iit: There are two 
explanations of this principle. According to one opinion, the term 
means the acceptance of a particular opin- 
ion by a later generation, and the third decision is referring to the 
acceptance of a compromise position, which is not based on the 
logical reasoning of either of the disputing opinions (Commentary 
on Nazir; Meiri). Others maintain that the third opinion is referring 
to a decision of students, whose ruling is not important enough to 
be accepted as a novel halakha. It is called the third because this 
expression initially referred to the third generation (see Pesahim 20b, 
here). Alternatively, third means external, i.e., 
an insignificant opinion that is not to be taken seriously (see Meiri 


decision in this contex 


and Rabbeinu Hananel 


on Hullin 137a). 


An overhanging stone — m3397 Jats: Most early commentaries 
maintain that this is similar to the hanging branches and project- 
ing stones listed in the next mishna among the items for which a 
nazirite is not obligated to shave. In other words, this refers to stones 
that project from a fence over the body. Some commentaries cite 
a version of the text that says so unambiguously (Meiri). The Com- 
mentary on Nazir suggests two interpretations. Perhaps this refers to 
a very heavy stone, i.e., a boulder placed on the corpse, which does 
not obligate a nazirite to shave although it does render him ritually 
impure if he sits on it. Alternatively, it means a stone carried by the 
nazirite on his shoulders, which overlies a grave (see Nushat Rivan). 
Some say that an overhanging [sekhukhit] stone means one made 
of glass [zekhukhit], i.e., a transparent stone, which does not impart 
impurity (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 

A half-kav of bones, etc. -= ^3) ninyy 3p ym: A 
half-kav of bones from a corpse imparts impurity 
even if the bones contain less than the majority 
of the corpse's structure or less than the major- 
ity of its bones in number. The same applies to a 
half-log of blood from a single body. Likewise, a 
nazirite must shave if he comes into contact with 
either of these and start his term of naziriteship 
afresh. Furthermore, one is liable to receive the 
punishment of karet for entering the Temple after 
coming into contact with these bones, and it is 
also prohibited for him to sacrifice the Paschal 
offering (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut7:2; 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:13; and Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:2). 


A quarter-kav of bones and a quarter-log of 
blood, etc. — "13107 nway Magy yan: Ifa nazirite 
contracted impurity in a tent from a quarter-kav 
of bones that do not contain the majority of the 
number of bones in a body or the majority of its 
structure, or if he contracted impurity from a quar- 
ter-log of blood from a single corpse by contact, 
carrying, or in a tent, although he requires sprin- 
kling and immersion for his purification, he does 
not void his term of naziriteship and he need not 
shave. Likewise, one who enters the Temple after 
contracting impurity from these is not liable to 
receive the punishment of karet. As for the Paschal 
offering, if the Festival occurred on the seventh 
day of the nazirite’s purification, they slaughter 
it for him, and he need not wait for the second 
Pesah. The Rambam maintains that these sources 
of impurity apply by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6; Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 6:2, and see Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne 
there; and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:3). 


A bone that is a barley-grain-bulk - mip oxy: 

A bone the volume of a barley-grain-bulk imparts 
ritual impurity by contact and carrying, and a 
nazirite must shave if he is rendered impure in this 
manner. However, a bone that is a barley-grain- 
bulk does not impart impurity in a tent (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:10; 3:2). 


To exclude an overhanging stone - jax wy 
m7: If branches protruding from a tree or 
stones jutting out from a wall serve as a tent 
over a nazirite and a corpse, the nazirite need not 
shave or negate his naziriteship for this impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6). 


LANGUAGE 

Overhanging [sekhukhit] - m3129: Although 
the term sekhukhit is usually synonymous with 
zekhukhit, meaning glass, here it is referring 
to an item that covers or shades. In this context, 
it means a stone that is not a part of the struc- 
ture of a grave but is situated over the grave and 
covers it. 
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The Gemara analyzes this ruling of the mishna: A half-kav of 
bones, yes, a nazirite must shave if he contracts impurity from 
them; a quarter-kav of bones, no, he does not. What are the 
circumstances? If we say that they contain" bones that are a barley- 
grain-bulk, let the tanna of the mishna derive the halakha that it 
imparts ritual impurity due to the fact that it is a bone that is a 
barley-grain-bulk. Rather, the mishna is referring to a situation 
where it has been made like flour." In that case, a half-kav of bones 
render people and items impure in a tent, although they do not 
include a bone the volume of a barley-grain-bulk. 


§ The mishna taught that a nazirite shaves for a limb severed 
from a corpse and for a limb severed from a living person, upon 
either of which there is a fitting quantity of flesh. The Gemara 
asks: If there is not a fitting quantity of flesh upon them," what 
is the halakha? Rabbi Yohanan said: The nazirite does not 
shave for them. Reish Lakish said: The nazirite does shave for 
them. 


The Gemara explains their respective opinions. Rabbi Yohanan said: 
The nazirite does not shave for them, as the tanna teaches in the 
first clause of the mishna in the list of sources of ritual impurity for 
which a nazirite must shave: For a limb severed from a corpse and 
for a limb severed from a living person that contains a fitting quan- 
tity of flesh. One can infer from this: Those upon which there is an 
olive-bulk of flesh, yes, he must shave for them, but if there is not 
that amount of flesh upon them, no, a nazirite need not shave due 
to them. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says that he shaves, employing the 
following reasoning: From the fact that the mishna does not teach 
the following in the latter clause, i.e., the subsequent mishna (54a), 
in the list of sources of impurity for which a nazirite need not shave: 
Alimb that does not contain a fitting quantity of flesh, one can infer 
that a nazirite is obligated to shave for a limb of that type. 


And Rabbi Yohanan could have said to you, in response to Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish’s argument: The fact that the mishna omits this 
case from the list is not proof, as the tanna does not teach in the 
latter clause anything that can be understood by inference from 
the earlier mishna. 


NOTES 


If we say that they contain, etc. — ^3) jìna mT xiang: The 
commentaries ask: Since the mishna is dealing with the ritual 
impurity imparted in a tent, why does the Gemara inquire about 
the case of a bone the volume of a barley-grain-bulk, which does 
not impart impurity in a tent (Tosafot)? They answer that the basis 
for the question is the statement of the subsequent mishna (54a), 


HALAKHA 


that although a nazirite does not shave for overlying a quarter-kav 
of bones, he is obligated to shave for touching or carrying it. If so, 
this mishna’s statement concerning a half-kav of bones, which 
excludes a quarter-kav of bones, likewise is referring to impurity 
imparted by contact. 


Where it has been made like flour — *nvapx map: A quarter- There is not a fitting quantity of flesh upon them - hy px 


kav of bones from one corpse that does not contain a single 
bone the volume of a barley-grain-bulk imparts ritual impurity 
in a tent as though it included a bone of this size. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Kesef Mishne). The 
Rambam does not specify whether a nazirite shaves for touching 
or carrying this quarter-kav, but Tosafot and the Meiri rule that 
he is obligated to shave (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 4:4). 


+N ID Was: If a nazirite was rendered ritually impure by a limb 
severed from a living person or by a limb severed from a corpse 
that was not covered by a fitting quantity of flesh, he requires 
sprinkling on the third and seventh days. However, he does 
not shave for his impurity, nor does he bring offerings. He does 
not negate his earlier period of naziriteship, although his days 
of impurity do not count toward his term of naziriteship. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6-7). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty against this claim of Rabbi Yohanan: 
But the first clause of the mishna lists the case of a half-kav of 
bones, which indicates: A half-kav of bones, yes, a nazirite must 
shave for that; a quarter-kav of bones, no, he is not obligated to 
shave for that. And yet the tanna teaches in the latter clause that 
a nazirite does not shave for a quarter-kav of bones. This shows 
that the next mishna does not rely on the rulings of this mishna. 
Rather, it lists all the items for which a nazirite need not shave. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: There, had the tanna not taught 
a quarter-kav of bones, I would say that he need not shave even 
for touching it or carrying it. For this reason it was necessary for 
the mishna to teach the case of a quarter-kav of bones, to indicate 
that it is only for their ritual impurity contracted in a tent that a 
nazirite does not shave. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: But the mishna lists a half- 
log of blood among those sources of impurity for which a nazirite 

must shave, from which you can learn that for a half-log of blood, 
yes, he shaves; for a quarter-log of blood, no, he does not shave. 
And yet the latter clause of the mishna teaches that he need not 
shave for a quarter-log of blood. The Gemara answers: It is also 

necessary to state this halakha unambiguously there, to exclude 

the opinion of Rabbi Akiva," as Rabbi Akiva said: A quarter-log 
of blood that comes from two corpses renders people and items 

impure in a tent, whereas the mishna simply states: A quarter-log, 
which indicates that all of the blood comes from a single corpse. 


The Gemara analyzes the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 
Reish Lakish: What are the circumstances of this limb severed 
from a corpse that is not covered by sufficient flesh? If it contains 
a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk, what is Rabbi Yohanan’s 
reason for maintaining that a nazirite does not have to shave for 
this ritual impurity? A bone of this size imparts impurity even if 
there is no flesh upon it. And if it does not contain a bone that 
is a barley-grain-bulk, what is Reish Lakish’s reason for saying 
that a nazirite must shave due to this bone? The Gemara explains 
that Reish Lakish could have said to you: Actually we are dealing 
with a limb that does not contain a bone that is a barley-grain- 
bulk, and even so the Merciful One includes it as a source of ritual 
impurity. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: “And whoever in the open field 
touches one who is slain by the sword, or one who dies on his 


own, or a bone of a man, or a grave, shall be unclean seven days” 


(Numbers 19:16). This verse is expounded by the Sages as follows: 
“In the open field”; this is referring to the halakha of one who 
overlies a corpse,” even without touching it. “One who is slain”; 
this is referring to a limb slain, i.e., severed, from a living person, 
that contains" enough flesh for the limb to heal. 


BACKGROUND 


One who overlies a corpse — 5377 28 by Yran: The halakhot 
of the ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, including a tent 
covering a corpse, are discussed in great detail in tractate Oholot. 
The essential halakhot of a tent over a corpse are detailed in 
the Torah (Numbers, chapter 19). The Sages derive that the 
place in which a corpse is located becomes entirely impure and 
renders everything in that place impure as well. By Torah law, 


One who overlies a corpse — maT 25 by Semen: A corpse 
renders one ritually impure for seven days by imparting impurity 
in a tent, as stated in the Torah. This includes situations where 
a person or a vessel overlies a corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:1, 10). 


A limb from a living person that contains, etc. — 1m7 ja 52% 


HALAKHA 


this halakha applies when a corpse is located in a complete 
tent. However, the Sages concluded that even the smallest area 
that can be deemed a tent, an item with the size of one square 
handbreadth that covers one handbreadth of airspace, also falls 
under the same rubric: The covering itself and what is under 
it are rendered ritually impure with the impurity imparted by 
a corpse. 


noid wy: If a limb severed from a living person is covered 
with enough flesh for it to heal were it still attached, it imparts 
ritual impurity via contact, carrying, and in a tent. If any part of 
the bone itself is missing, it does not render people and items 
impure. If it lacks sufficient flesh, it imparts impurity by contact 
and carrying but not in a tent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:3). 


NOTES 

To exclude the opinion of Rabbi Akiva - aym mand 
tsa»py: According to this standard version of the text, the 
Gemara is saying that emphasis of the mishna is on the 
phrase a quarter-log, which indicates that this volume of 
blood comes from a single corpse, in contrast to Rabbi 
Akiva's ruling that blood imparts ritual impurity in this 
amount even if it comes from two corpses (Commentary 
on Nazir). Most commentaries omit the sentence: As Rabbi 
Akiva said...from two corpses. They maintain that the 
reference here is to Rabbi Akiva’s argument in the mishna 
at the end of the chapter (56b) that a nazirite should shave 
for a quarter-log of blood. 
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NOTES ——____—_———_- 
A sword is like one who is slain bona mt IW: All the 
commentaries and authorities agree that a special halakha 
applies to a metal vessel rendered ritually impure by a corpse, 
as it imparts impurity like the corpse itself, so that one who 
touches it is impure for seven days. This is in contrast to any 
other vessel that was rendered impure by a corpse. Neverthe- 
less, there are differences of opinion as to whether a sword is 
like a corpse in all regards, including the impurity imparted ina 
tent, or whether it imparts impurity only by contact, and some 
say by carrying as well. Likewise, some authorities maintain that 
just as it is accepted that the word sword includes all metal 
implements, the same halakha applies to all vessels that can be 
purified in a ritual bath, including wooden ones and the like. 


A sealed grave - pind 737: Various halakhot apply to a sealed 
grave, although the details of these halakhot are subject to 
differences of opinion among the early commentaries. The 
basic halakha accepted by everyone is that a sealed grave 
that lacks the space of a handbreadth between the corpse 
and its cover imparts ritual impurity in a tent in the manner 
of a pressed ritual impurity. In other words, it renders impure 
anything positioned above the grave, even if a stone partition 
separates the corpse from that which overlies it. 


Perek VII 
Daf54 Amuda 


—_— HALAKHA § —_______- 
Breaks through and ascends, etc. - ^3) ay nypia: if a 
source of ritual impurity in a tent of a corpse was pressed ritual 
impurity, i.e., impurity separated from its cover by less than a 
handbreadth, the impurity breaks through to the sky and down 
to the depths, even if it is blocked by multiple barriers. However, 
it does not impart impurity to its surroundings (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 7:4-5; see Ra'avad). 


A limb slain from the living — »n7 pa Yoran 32X: If a limb 
severed from a living person is not covered by enough flesh 
for it to heal were it attached, it imparts impurity by contact 
and carrying but not in a tent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:3). 


A grave before the command - 13°37 yoy Nap: Gentiles 
and their graves do not render people and items impure in a 
tent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:13). 
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The Sages further derive from the phrase “one who is slain by 
the sword” that the legal status of a metal sword in terms of its 
degree of ritual impurity is like that of one who is slain," i.e., a 
metal implement, e.g., a sword, that was rendered impure through 
contact with a corpse is impure to the same degree of severity 
as a corpse itself. “Or one who dies on his own’; this is a limb 
that was slain, i.e., severed, from a corpse! and is covered with 
enough flesh that it would heal if he were alive. “Or a bone of 


a man”; this is a quarter-kav of bones. 
which imparts impurity when there is less than 


sealed grave," 


H “Or a grave”; this is a 


a handbreadth between the corpse and its cover. 


A sword is like one who is slain - bons mt AIM: Some 
authorities maintain that any vessel rendered ri ually i impure 
by a corpse, whether by contact, carrying, or in a tent, imparts 
impurity via contact like a corpse itself, except for those items 
that cannot be purified in a ritual bath, e.g., earthenware ves- 
sels (Rambam). Others rule that even these implements impart 
impurity by carrying (Ramban). Yet others contend that this 
principle applies only to metal vessels, although they rule that 
these articles render people and items impure even in a tent 
(Ra‘avad; Tosafot). Some authorities maintain that a priest is 
prohibited from contracting impurity from a sword that was 
rendered impure by a corpse, whereas others are lenient. The 
custom is not to be stringent in this regard (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 36911, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


A limb that was slain from a corpse - man ya Soman 32%: A 
limb severed from a corpse imparts ritual impurity like a whole 
corpse, provided it contains flesh, sinews, and bones. If part 
of the bone is missing, but an olive-bulk of flesh remains, it 


HALAKHA 


imparts impurity like a whole body. Some maintain that this 
bone imparts impurity only via contact and carrying (Ra‘avad). 
f some of the flesh is lacking but enough remains that were 
his limb attached to a living person it would heal, it imparts 
impurity like an intact corpse. If it is not covered by sufficient 
flesh, it is like a regular bone from a corpse (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:4). 


A quarter-kav of bones — ninyy yan: A quarter-kav of bones 
rom a corpse imparts ritual impurity by contact, carrying, and 
in a tent, even if the bones comprise neither the majority of 
he number of bones in a body nor the majority of its structure, 
nor a whole spine nor a whole skull. If the bones amount to 
ess than a quarter-kav, they do not impart impurity in a tent 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:9). 


This is a sealed grave — onp 747 Mt: If a grave containing a 
corpse is sealed up, it imparts impurity by contact and in a 
tent. Consequently, a priest who touches the grave is liable to 
receive lashes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:15 
and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:2). 
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As the Master said: Ritual impurity in a sealed grave breaks 
through and ascends" and breaks through and descends, so 
that the grave imparts impurity like the corpse itself. While with 
regard to contact with these sources of impurity, Rav Yehuda said 
that it is taught in a baraita that the verse “and upon him that 
touched a bone, or the slain, or the dead, or the grave” (Numbers 
19:18) is expounded as follows: “A bone”; this is a bone that is a 
barley-grain-bulk. “Or the slain”; this is a limb slain, i.e., severed, 
from the living," which does not contain enough flesh for it 
to heal. 


The baraita continues its interpretation of the verse. “Or the dead”; 
this is a limb slain from a corpse, which is not covered by enough 
flesh for it to heal were he alive. “Or the grave”; Reish Lakish said: 
This is a grave that contained a corpse from before the time the 
command" of these halakhot was given to the Jewish people. These 
graves render people and items ritually impure by contact, but do 
not carry the halakhot of impurity imparted in a tent. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to this limb from a corpse, which 
is listed above as imparting ritual impurity by contact, what are 
the circumstances of the case? If the limb contains a bone that 
is a barley-grain-bulk, this is included in the halakha of one who 
touches a bone, and it was already taught that a bone imparts 
impurity by contact. Rather, it must be that it does not contain 
a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk, and even so the Merciful One 
includes it in the halakhot of impurity, despite the fact that it does 
not contain enough flesh. This indicates that a nazirite shaves for 
alimb of this kind, in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish. 
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The Gemara responds: In answer to this proof of Reish Lakish, Rabbi 
Yohanan could have said to you: Actually, you should explain that it 
does contain" a bone the volume ofa barley-grain-bulk, and ifit does 
not need to refer to the matter of its contact," as the verse explicitly 
states: “Anyone who touches a bone,” have it refer to the matter of 
its carrying," i.e., that one who carries it is also rendered ritually 
impure. 


§ The mishna taught with regard to any nazirite who became impure 
from one of the listed sources of impurity: And a priest sprinkles the 
ashes of the red heifer on him on the third and on the seventh days, 
and he negates all the previous days he counted toward his nazirite- 
ship, and he does not begin counting a fresh term of naziriteship until 
after he becomes pure and brings his offerings. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the meaning of 
that which is taught that a nazirite does not start counting until 
he is purified? Does the mishna refer to one who is standing on 
the seventh day of his purification and mean: Until he performs 
the requisite waiting for sunset?’ And whose opinion is it? It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who rules that a nazirite starts counting 
from the eighth day, even before he brings his offerings. Or perhaps 
it is referring to one who is standing on the eighth day. And then, 
what is the meaning of: Until he is purified? It means: Until he brings 
his offerings. And who is the author of this opinion? It is the Rabbis, 
who maintain that he begins his fresh period of naziriteship only after 
he has sacrificed his offering of impurity (see 18b). 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear a resolution of this dilemma 
from the fact that it teaches in the latter clause of the next mishna 
that a nazirite who does not have to bring an offering starts counting 
immediately after the conclusion of his seven days of purification. The 
Gemara infers from this mishna: If so, what is the meaning of the 
different term used in the first clause: Until he is purified? It means 
until he brings his offerings, and whose opinion is it? It is that of the 
Rabbis, who say that the naziriteship of purity does not commence 
until the eighth day. 


MISHNA The previous mishna listed the sources of 


ritual impurity for which a nazirite must shave. 
This mishna adds: However, the nazirite does not shave for these: The 
hanging branches" over a corpse, i.e., a tree overhanging a body 
that a nazirite passes, but it is uncertain which branches are over a 
corpse; and the projecting stones" from fences when the place of 
the impurity is unknown; and a beit haperas, a place that contained a 
grave and was plowed. In the latter case, the entire area around the 
grave is impure from a corpse due to an uncertainty, as it might contain 
human bones. 


NOTES 


If it does not refer to the matter of its contact - iad pay is ON: 
The impurity imparted by touching a bone is derived from the 
words “and upon him that touched a bone” (Numbers 19:18). This 
includes a bone the volume of a barley-grain-bulk, even when itis 
not covered by flesh. Since the phrase “or the dead" is superfluous, 
the Sages learn from it that this bone imparts impurity by carrying 
as well. According to Rabbi Yohanan, this phrase is the main source 
for the halakha of the impurity imparted through carrying a bone 
the size of a barley-grain-bulk, which is not explicitly stated in the 
Torah. The commentaries note that Reish Lakish evidently derives 
this halakha from a different verse (Rabbeinu Azriel). 


Until he performs the requisite waiting for sunset - ay7 1Y 
ww IWI: Some early commentaries omit this phrase. The key 
issue is Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. According to some authorities, he 
maintains that the nazirite does not wait until evening but begins 
to count from the seventh day itself (Tosafot). Others contend 
that even according to Rabbi Eliezer, he starts counting only from 
the eighth day (Commentary on Nazir; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger on 
the mishna). 


However the hanging branches, etc. — ^3) i307 bax: This list 
of items that do not render a nazirite obligated to shave includes 
various rabbinic sources of ritual impurity, i.e., hanging branches, 
projecting stones, and the land of the nations. It is obvious that a 
nazirite need not shave for these sources of impurity, as the Sages 
would not impose a decree that nullifies a mitzva of the Torah. 
However, the mishna also lists other items, including a quarter- 
log of blood and a quarter-kav of bones, whose impurity applies 
by Torah law (see Tosafot). Some commentaries maintain that 
there is a difference between the halakhot of a nazirite and the 
halakhot pertaining to standard impurity from a corpse (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna). With regard to a nazirite, the verse 
states: “And if any man dies very suddenly beside him” (Numbers 
6:9), rather than: If he becomes impure from the body of a person. 
This indicates that a nazirite shaves only if he was rendered impure 
from an actual corpse. Others maintain that this verse teaches that 
the impurity for which a nazirite must shave is that of a whole 
corpse (Ra’avad). In any case, the Rambam himself states that 
those sources of impurity for which a nazirite need not shave do 
not impart impurity by Torah law. 


HALAKHA 

Actually that it does contain — ma Txt oriy}: Ifa 
limb severed from a dead body contains a bone the 
volume of a barley-grain-bulk, but it is not covered 
with enough flesh that it could heal were it on a living 
person, it imparts ritual impurity by carrying and con- 
tact but not in a tent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:4, see Ra‘avad). 


Have it refer to the matter of its carrying — pay aman 
inn: A bone of a corpse the volume of a barley- 
grain-bulk imparts impurity by carrying as well as 
by contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 
3:2). 


However, the hanging branches and the projecting 
stones, etc. — 3) nip ism) Nid bax: If a nazirite 
became ritually impure due to a clod of earth from 
outside of Eretz Yisrael; or by walking through a beit 
haperas, a field in which a grave was plowed; or if 
branches of a tree or stones from a fence protruded 
and served as a tent over both him and a corpse, 
called hangings and projections by the mishna; or in 
a tent with a quarter-kav of bones that do not contain 
the majority of the structure or the majority of the 
number of bones of a corpse; or through a quarter-log 
of blood from a corpse; or by a grave cover or grave 
walls; or by a limb severed from a corpse or from a 
living person that was not covered by sufficient flesh; 
in all of these cases, the nazirite requires sprinkling 
on the third and seventh days but does not have to 
shave (Rambam Sefer Hafla’‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6, 8). 
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BACKGROUND Ž 
Grave cover [golel] - Dis: A golel was a large stone that 
was rolled onto a grave or burial cave to seal its entrance. 
Burial caves of important people were covered with a large, 
wheel-shaped stone that could be rolled back to allow 
entrance to the cave. 


Burial cave with stone cover in northern Israel 
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And he does not negate, etc. — ^3) nid ix: A nazirite 
who was rendered ritually impure by one of the sources of 
impurity listed in the mishna does not negate his earlier 
period of naziriteship. He neither shaves for his impurity 
nor brings the relevant offerings. After his purification, he 
continues to count the days of his naziriteship. However, the 
days of his impurity do not count toward his term (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:7-9). 


Days of the zav, etc. — 3) 317 "9%: The days of a leper’s 
confinement and the days of the impurity of a zav or a zava 
count toward their naziriteship term, despite their impurity. 
This is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:9). 


Hanging branches and projecting stones - niy11ni330: 
The hangings mentioned in the mishna are boughs that 
extend from trees, while projections are stones that jut out 
of fences. These are not strong enough to bear a medium- 
sized cover without bending inward. If they can bear that 
weight, they impart ritual impurity by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 13:2). 
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The mishna continues its list: And the land of the nations, i.e., a 
nazirite left Eretz Yisrael for another land. The Sages decreed that 
all land outside of Eretz Yisrael is ritually impure. And the grave 
cover;® and the grave walls upon which the cover rests; and a 
quarter-log of blood from a corpse; and a tent; and a quarter-kav 
of bones" of a corpse; and vessels that are touching a corpse. And 
if the nazirite is in the days of his counting, i.e., the seven days a 
leper must count after purification from his leprosy; or in his days 
of full leprosy, when he is a full-fledged leper, for these the nazirite 
does not shave." This is the case even if he is rendered impure by 
one of the sources listed in the previous mishna. 


And in those cases listed that involve ritual impurity from a corpse, 
one sprinkles the purification water upon him on the third and on 
the seventh days of his purification, 


And a tent, and a quarter-kav of bones — ninyy pain Serine: 
Some commentaries infer from the fact that the mishna lists a 
tent and a quarter-kav of bones as distinct items that a nazirite 
who comes into contact with a tent of a corpse need not shave 
(Rambam). Others maintain that this should be read as a single 
item: And the tent of a quarter-kav of bones (see Rabbi Ovadya 


For these the nazirite does not shave - nban TPN tx by: 
The commentaries note that this statement does not apply to 
all these cases, as a leper is in fact obligated to shave (Tosafot). 
Others state that although a leper must shave, this differs from 
the shaving of a nazirite, as a leper shaves all the hair of his body, 
not merely his head (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Bartenura and Josefot Yom Tov). 


Donny DTPA Me nio PX) 
naya b py pap) min 
HDT p Aa A a ON 

$ piy by ng- yyin by 


panpe- Mazen thee 733 
ja niyin — mye yaya by 
TRA 


and he does not negate" the earlier days" of his naziriteship, but 
they are considered part of his naziriteship term. And he starts 
counting the rest of his naziriteship to complete his term immedi- 
ately after his purification, and he has no obligation to sacrifice an 
offering of impurity for these sources of ritual impurity. Actually 
they said an ancient tradition that these days of the impurity of 
the zav (Leviticus 15:1-15)" and the zava (Leviticus 15:25-30) and 
the days of the confinement of a leper before he is confirmed as 
a full-fledged leper (Leviticus 13:4-5) count for him toward the 
period of his naziriteship. 


GE M ARA The Gemara explains the terms hangings 


and projections by citing a mishna (Oholot 
8:2). And these are the hangings: A tree that overhangs the earth." 
And the projections" are stones" that protrude from a fence. 


| NOTES © 


And he does not negate the earlier days — Mx iD 41 
Datipa: Although he does not forfeit the earlier period, 
these days of purification do not count toward his nazirite- 
ship. Rather, after he is purified he resumes counting where he 
left off. 


A tree that overhangs the earth - vay nicer tows: All com- 
mentaries agree that this is referring to a tree whose branches 
are spread apart so that they do not form one unbroken cover. 
The disagreements concern the details of the case. Some com- 
mentaries maintain that the branches in question are thinner 
than a handbreadth and are not positioned close together. As a 
result, they do not form a tent by Torah law, even if the nazirite 
were to walk under each of the branches (Tosafot). Others con- 
tend that this is referring to branches that are one handbreadth 


wide, and the nazirite walked under some, but not all, of them. 
He is not rendered ritually impure by Torah law because the tree 
is situated in the public domain, and when there is uncertainty 
with regard to impurity in the public domain it is considered 
pure (Rabbeinu Peretz; see Rosh). Others indicate that the tree 
does not impart impurity by Torah law because the branches 
are not strong enough, and therefore it is classified as a shaky 
tent (Rambam). 


Projections — niy: In this case, it was known that there was 
a grave of a stillborn or an olive-bulk from a corpse under one 
of the stones. However, the identity of that stone is unknown. 
Consequently, a nazirite who passes beneath some of the stones 
remains pure, as this is a case of uncertainty with regard to 
impurity in the public domain. 
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Q The mishna further taught: And the land of the nations does not 
render a nazirite obligated to shave, despite the fact that it is con- 
sidered ritually impure. The Gemara inquires with regard to the 
nature of this impurity. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
Did the Sages decree the land of the nations impure with regard 
to the air, i.e., is one rendered impure merely by being there? Or 
perhaps they decreed it impure with regard to the earth, i.e., one 
who touches the ground or overlays it becomes impure. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this question 
from the mishna, which lists one who enters the land of the nations 
and states: And one sprinkles on him on the third and on the 
seventh days. And if you say that the decree was with regard to the 
air, why do I need this sprinkling?" He neither touched something 
ritually impure nor overlaid it. 


Rather, is it not with regard to the earth that the land of the 
nations was decreed impure? The Gemara rejects this proof: No, 
actually I could say to you that the decree is due to the air, and 
when the mishna teaches that he receives the sprinkling, it is refer- 
ring to the other items listed in the mishna, e.g., the grave cover, the 
grave walls, and a quarter-log of blood. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable that this is the 
case, from the fact that the mishna also teaches: And vessels that 
are touching a corpse. Now do people who touch these vessels 
require sprinkling? ™ Does one who touches a vessel that is ritually 
impure from a corpse require the sprinkling of purification water? 
This individual is impure only until that evening. Rather, learn 
from this that the halakha that he is sprinkled on the third and on 
the seventh days does not refer to all the cases in the mishna but 
only to some of the others. 


Let us say that this is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im, as it 
is taught: With regard to one who enters the land of the nations 
not on foot but in a chest, a box, or a cabinet," Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi deems him ritually impure. And Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, deems him pure. What, is it not correct to say that 
they disagree in this regard: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who deems him 
impure, holds that the Sages decreed impurity with regard to the 
air, and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that the Sages 
decreed impurity with regard to the earth, and consequently he is 
not impure, as the container prevents him from overlying the 
impurity? 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: This is not necessarily the cor- 
rect interpretation of their dispute, as one can say that everyone 
agrees that the decree is with regard to the earth, and their dispute 
concerns only the case of one who enters in a chest, a box, ora 
cabinet. One Sage, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that a 
moving tent, an item that serves as a tent as it passes over ritual 
impurity, is called a tent, and therefore a person who enters the 
land of the nations in a large container is protected from its impurity. 
And one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds that a moving tent is 
not called a tent. Consequently, nothing separates this individual 
from the impurity, and he becomes impure by overlying the land 
of the nations. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to the air, why do I need this sprinkling - ow 
b ma Mt KPIN: The Sages initially decreed ritual impurity 
on the earth of the lands of the nations, which is imparted 
by contact and carrying. Later they extended the decree to 
its air, so that anyone who inserts his head and the majority 
of his body into those lands contracts impurity. However, the 
air imparts a lesser degree of impurity. It does not necessitate 
sprinkling on the third and seventh days; rather, one merely 
has to immerse and wait for sunset. Similarly, it is not neces- 
sary to burn teruma and offerings due to this impurity. For this 
reason, the Rambam rules that the halakha of the mishna is 
referring only to the impurity imparted by contact or carrying 
the earth of the land of the nations (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 7:6 and Lehem Mishne there; and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:1-2). 


Do people who touch these vessels require sprinkling, 
etc. = AD PVN TXT NA od ‘am: If a nazirite touched vessels 
that came in contact with a corpse, he does not require sprin- 
kling on the third and seventh days. This exception applies 
only to a nazirite, so that these days can count toward his 
term of naziriteship. Any other individual who becomes ritu- 
ally impure from these vessels requires sprinkling on the third 
and seventh days (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut7:8). 


NOTES 

These vessels require sprinkling - 7% 22 ods at: Some 
commentaries cite this as proof that the vessels referred to 
by the mishna are made of materials other than metal, as 
metal vessels impart ritual impurity like the corpse itself 
(Rabbeinu Tam). Others claim that the vessels mentioned in 
the mishna are of all types, including metal ones (Rabbeinu 
Hayyim HaKohen). A nazirite does not have to shave for them 
because he shaves only for coming into contact with a corpse 
itself, not for all items classified as having the impurity of a 
corpse, as the verse states: “And if any man dies very suddenly 
beside him” (Numbers 6:9). Some claim that a nazirite does 
not even need to be sprinkled with water for those sources 
of impurity (Meiri). 


HALAKHA —— 
Ina chest, a box, or a cabinet — Sam AN WPwA: One who 
enters the land of the nations in a chest, a box, or a cabinet 
that does not come in contact with the ground is rendered 
ritually impure, as a moving tent is not considered a tent. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:5). 
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NOTES 

But isn’t it taught. ..a box that is full of utensils.. .is 
impure — mav..>> men wom mpH...wwnm: The 
commentaries explain that this ruling of impurity does 
not refer to the box itself but to its contents. In other 
words, the box does not serve as a barrier protecting 
its contents from impurity (see Rashash). Some say 
that this baraita teaches that a moving tent is not clas- 
sified as a tent according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda. Consequently, it does not block 
impurity, which means that all the vessels above the 
corpse are themselves considered to be overlying the 
corpse and are therefore rendered impure. If so, this 
baraita contradicts the earlier explanation that Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, maintains that a moving 
tent is considered a tent, which leads the Gemara to 
provide an alternative interpretation of the dispute 
(Commentary on Nazir). 

Others explain this in the reverse manner, that the 
baraita offers support for the Gemara's previous inter- 
pretation. They maintain that a moving tent refers to a 
particular category of portable objects and that there 
is a difference between a moving tent that is thrown 
in the air and one that is placed on an animal or carried 
by people whose feet are on the ground. The baraita 
in question proves that according to Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, a moving tent that is placed in one 
spot and tied to the ground has the status of a tent. 
The same applies to a chest, a box, or a cabinet. Since 
they are carried on something and connected to the 
ground, they are treated as a tent positioned in one 
spot. Consequently, they protect their contents from 
impurity, despite the fact that they can be moved 
(Tosafot). According to this opinion, the phrase: But 
isn't it taught, should not be read in the form of a ques- 
tion, but as a confirmation: Indeed it was taught, as in 
the next usage on this amud. Likewise, the subsequent 
term: Rather, which indicates a rejection of the previ- 
ous interpretation, must be omitted and replaced by 
the phrase: If you wish you can say, which introduces 
an alternative explanation. 


And if you wish, say here they disagree with regard 
to the concern lest he remove — X37 KIN NYIN) 
wyi Kaw: Here too, all the commentaries agree that 
the Gemara retracts its previous answer. However, they 
dispute the particulars. According to one opinion, 
both tanna‘im agree that the decree of impurity on 
the land of the nations is with regard to its earth, and 
a moving tent is considered a tent, which means that 
if one were to remain in the tent he would be pure. 
However, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, disagree with regard to the possibil- 
ity that one might remove his head and the majority 
of his body from the container and thereby become 
impure by serving as a tent over the earth of the land 
of the nations. The Gemara proceeds to cite a proof 
from the baraita that even Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, concedes that one who leans his head and the 
majority of his body into air that overlays the land of 
the nations is impure (see Nushat Rivan). 

Other commentaries maintain that the baraita is 
cited to justify the Gemara’s distinction between a 
box on the one hand and a boat or wagon on the 
other. The question is whether the Sages entertain 
the likelihood that one might remove his head from 
the container, in which case he becomes impure due 
to the air. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, maintains 
that there is a greater possibility of him doing so on a 
boat or wagon, whereas it is uncomfortable to jut one’s 
head out of a box or cabinet (Tosafot; Rosh). 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: A box that is full of utensils that one 

threw over a corpse in a tent, in such a manner that it overlay the 

corpse, is impure," and everything inside it is also rendered ritually 
impure, as it does not provide the protection ofa tent. And ifit was 

placed down and positioned as a tent over a corpse, it is pure, and 

its contents are protected from the impurity. This shows that 

according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, a 

moving tent is not considered a tent, which contradicts the above 

claim. 


In light of this argument, the Gemara concedes that the previous 
explanation of the dispute is incorrect. Rather, one must say that 
everyone agrees that the decree of impurity concerning the land 
of the nations is with regard to its air, and one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that since it is not common for one 
to move around in an enclosure, the Sages did not decree impurity 
with regard to this case. And one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
holds that although it is not common the Sages nevertheless 
decreed impurity with regard to it. 


The Gemara adds: And it is taught in the Tosefta (Oholot 18:5) 
in accordance with this explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda: One who enters the land of the nations 
in a chest, a box, or a cabinet is ritually pure. If he was in a 
wagon [karon], boat, or raft [iskareya],' he is ritually impure. 
The difference is that the latter vessels are commonly used to 
convey people. 


And if you wish, say an alternative explanation of the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda. Both agree that the ritual impurity of the land of the 
nations is with regard to the earth, and a moving tent is considered 
a tent. Therefore, the person in question should be ritually pure 
according to both opinions. However, here they disagree with 
regard to a different issue, the concern lest he remove’ his head 
and the majority of his body from the chest, box, or cabinet into 
there, i.e., the land of the nations. 


And it is taught likewise in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, says: One who enters the land of the nations in 
a chest, a box, or a cabinet is pure, unless he actually removes his 
head or the majority of his body into the land of the nations. By 
contrast, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi renders him ritually impure due to 
concern that one’s head might protrude from the container. 


Wagon [karon] — țin: From the Greek kappov, karron, meaning 
a carriage or wagon used for transporting objects or for travel. 


Roman stone relief of a carriage 


LANGUAGE 
Raft [iskareya] — x» Dx: The geonim read this as iskadeya, from 
the Greek oxedid, skhedia, meaning a raft. The source of the pres- 
ent version comes from the Greek totoxepatia, histokeraia, which 
means a mast, a wooden post on which sails are hung. 


Replica of an ancient Greek ship with a large mast 
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§ The mishna taught that a nazirite who became ritually impure 
through sources of impurity that do not cause him to forfeit his 
naziriteship, including his days of leprosy, starts counting again 
from the day of his purification, as his period of impurity does not 
count toward his naziriteship. Rav Hisda said: They taught this 
halakha of a leper only with regard to a short naziriteship of thirty 
days, as he shaves his hair for purification from leprosy, and there- 
fore he must count an additional thirty days to allow his hair to grow 
sufficiently to shave for his naziriteship. However, with regard to a 
lengthy naziriteship, when thirty days or more remain in his 
naziriteship after having shaved for his leprosy, those days also 
count toward his term, and he need not recount his days as a leper. 


Rav Sherevya raises an objection from the mishna: He starts 
counting immediately, and he does not negate the earlier days 
due to them. To what case is the mishna referring? If we say it is 
referring to a short naziriteship, he requires a thirty-day period of 
hair growth, and as he shaved for purification of his leprosy, he must 
negate the earlier days as a practical manner, to enable his hair to 
regrow. 


Rather, is it not the case that the mishna is referring to a lengthy 
naziriteship, and nevertheless it teaches: He starts counting 
immediately, which indicates that his time as a leper is not included? 
Rav Sherevya raised the objection and he resolved it: The mishna 
is referring to a naziriteship of fifty days," in a case where he sat 
and observed twenty days of his vow, and at that point he devel- 
oped leprosy. In that case, he shaves for his leprosy, and he again 
sits for thirty days as a nazirite. The problem of thirty days’ hair 
growth does not arise in this situation, as at the end of this period 
there is hair growth of thirty days. 


Rami bar Hama raised an objection from a mishna (s9b): With 
regard to anazirite who has uncertain impurity from a corpse and 
whose status as a confirmed leper is uncertain, 


he eats sacrificial food after sixty days," when the status of uncer- 
tain leprosy has passed, and when he has completed all his obliga- 
tions of naziriteship. He cannot shave for his leprosy right away, as 
he might be a pure nazirite, and the status of uncertain leprosy does 
not override naziriteship. Instead, after thirty days he shaves for his 
uncertain status as a confirmed leper and for his uncertain status as 
a pure nazirite. Once again, he is not permitted to shave a second 
time seven days later for the shaving done by a leper as part of his 
purification process in case he was nota leper but impure. Were that 
the case, it would mean that the previous shaving was for his impu- 
rity, and therefore he would be required observe naziriteship in 
purity for thirty days. At the conclusion of this period, i.e., the six- 
tieth day, he shaves and may eat sacrificial food on the following day, 
as even if he was a full-fledged leper he has now shaved twice. 


NOTES 


Anaziriteship of fifty days - o? mwan na nr: According 
to this explanation, the phrase: A short naziriteship, does not 
refer to the entire length of the vow, which is of no impor- 
tance with regard to this issue, but to the days remaining 
for his naziriteship after shaving for his leprosy. If this period 
is thirty days or less, it is called a short naziriteship, and in 
practice he will necessarily have to observe more days so 
that he has thirty days of hair growth. If enough days are left 
in the naziriteship, he does not have to negate any days for 
the sake of his hair growth. 


NOTES 

mHe eats sacrificial food after sixty days - Dwtpa bin 
DP owe and: He cannot partake of sacrificial food before- 
hand, as he may be a leper who lacks atonement. Therefore, 
he must bring his offerings of purification before he can 
eat sacrificial food. It is important to note that only those 
lacking atonement whose impurity is inherent, e.g., a leper 
or a zav, are included in this category. However, other people 
who must bring offerings, e.g., nazirites, may partake of 
sacrificial food. 
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NOTES 
| have derived only that the days of impurity - px 
maw nD xx b: These are his days of impurity from 
a corpse, as the Torah clearly states that they must be 
completely negated (see Numbers 6:12). 


Whose hair is fit for the shaving - niany NJi YY: 
He does not have to shave this hair at the end of his 
period as an impure nazirite. Although he must observe 
thirty days of naziriteship in purity afterward, he shaves 
the hair that grew in impurity only because he shaves 
for his naziriteship of purity, as explained above (16b). 
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And he drinks wine and may become impure to bury a corpse 
after 120 days. In other words, this individual has not yet completed 
his naziriteship vow, as he might have been a confirmed leper, in 
which case both his acts of shaving would have counted for his 
leprosy. He therefore waits another thirty days and proceeds to 
shave on day ninety. Even at that stage, he may not yet drink 
wine or contract ritual impurity from a corpse, as he might have 
been impure, which would mean that his third shaving was for his 
impurity. Consequently, he counts another period of thirty days for 
his naziriteship of purity, at the end of which he may perform the 
shaving of purity, drink wine, and become impure from a corpse, 
120 days from the start of his naziriteship. 


And it is taught in the Tosefta (6:1) with regard to that mishna: In 

what case is this statement said? With regard to a short nazirite- 
ship of thirty days. However, with regard to a naziriteship of a 

year, he eats sacrificial food after two years. He cannot shave until 

a year has passed, in case he is not a leper, and he may shave the 

second time only after a second year, in case he was ritually impure, 
and this was his naziriteship observed in purity. After two years, he 

may eat sacrificial meat, for if he was a full-fledged leper he has 

shaved twice. 


However, if the first two shavings were for his leprosy, he has not 
shaved for his naziriteship at all, and therefore he must observe an 
additional year, shave, and observe another year of naziriteship, as 
perhaps his third shaving was for impurity and the other for his 
naziriteship in purity. And consequently, he may drink wine and 
become impure to bury a corpse after four years. 


And if it enters your mind that the days during which he was ritu- 
ally impure count toward his naziriteship, it should be enough for 
him to observe three years and thirty days. Due to uncertainty, he 

cannot shave for his leprosy until a year has passed, in case he was 

a pure nazirite, and he must wait another year for his second shaving, 
as he might have been an impure nazirite. However, at that point, if 
the days of his counting are considered part of his naziriteship, as 

claimed by Rav Hisda, he should be allowed to wait a mere thirty 
days for hair growth, shave for his impure naziriteship, and then add 

a final year for his naziriteship in purity. The fact that he is obligated 

to wait four years proves that his time as a leper does not count 
toward his naziriteship. 


And Rav Ashi raised a further objection from the following hala- 
khic midrash: I have derived only that the days of impurity’ do 
not count as part of his tally of his naziriteship. From where do I 
derive that the days of his status as a confirmed leper also do not 
count toward his naziriteship? And is this not logical: After the 
days of impurity he shaves and brings an offering, and after his 
days of confirmed leprosy he likewise shaves and brings an offer- 
ing; just as his days of impurity do not count as part of his tally, 
so too, the days of confirmed leprosy should not count as part of 
his tally. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No, if you say that this is true 
with regard to his days of impurity, which negate the previous 
days, shall you also say that this is the case with regard to his days 
of confirmed leprosy, which do not negate the previous ones, as 
stated in the mishna? 


The Gemara suggests another proof. You can say it is an a fortiori 
inference: And if a nazirite who uttered his vow when he was in a 
ritually impure place, e.g., a place of a grave, whose hair is fit for 
the shaving" of naziriteship, and yet those days when he was 
impure do not count as part of his tally, then with regard to his 
days of confirmed leprosy, when his hair is not fit for the shaving 
of naziriteship, as he must first perform the shaving of leprosy, 
is it not all the more so that they should not count toward his 
naziriteship? 
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And I have derived only his days of confirmed leprosy. From 
where do I derive that his days of counting for purification from 
leprosy are not considered part of his term either? And is this not 
logical: 


Just as the days of his confirmed leprosy require shaving, so too, 
the days of his counting require shaving; and just as the days of 
his confirmed leprosy do not count as part of his tally of nazirite- 
ship, so too, the days of his counting should not count toward his 
term of naziriteship? 


One might have thought that even his days of quarantine as a 
leper should share the same halakha and not be counted. And it 
is logical that those days should not count for him either, as the 
two states are comparable: A confirmed leper renders items ritu- 
ally impure through lying or sitting," and a leper in the days of 
his quarantine also renders items impure through lying or sit- 
ting. Consequently, if you learned with regard to the days of 
confirmed leprosy that they do not count as part of his tally, so 
too, the days of quarantine should not count as part of his tally 
either. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: You can say in response: No, 
if you said this halakha with regard to the days of confirmed 
leprosy, the reason is that his confirmed state of leprosy requires 
him to shave" after he is healed and to bring an offering before he 
can commence his naziriteship. Therefore, these days do not 
count toward his naziriteship. However, will you say the same 
with regard to the days of his quarantine, which do not require 
shaving and for which he does not bring an offering? Therefore, 
perhaps they should count toward his tally. 


From here they stated: The days of a leper’s counting" and the 
days of his confirmed leprosy, when he is a full-fledged leper, do 
not count as part of his tally of his term of naziriteship. However, 
the days of the impurity of the zav and the zava" and the days of 
a leper’s quarantine do count as part of his tally of his term of 
naziriteship. 


With regard to the issue at hand, in any event the baraita teaches: 
No, if you say that this is true with regard to his days of impurity, 
which negate the previous days, shall you also say that this is the 

case with regard to his days of confirmed leprosy, which do not 
negate the previous ones? The Gemara analyzes this argument: To 

what does this statement refer? If we say it is referring to a short 

naziriteship of thirty days, this cannot be the case, as we require 

hair growth of thirty days after his purification. 


Rather, is it not the case that it is referring to a lengthy nazirite- 
ship, and nevertheless the baraita teaches that they do not count 
as part of his tally. Apparently, his days as a full-fledged leper do 
not count toward his term of naziriteship, which contradicts Rav 
Hisda’s ruling. The Gemara concludes: Learn from this that Rav 
Hisda’s opinion should be rejected. 


The days of the zav and the zava — naim 317 "72%: Although 
a zav and zava are obligated to bring an offering upon their 
purification, they need not shave, and therefore their cases 


NOTES 
his counting. One certainly cannot derive the halakha of a 
nazirite from a leper's days of quarantine, as the latter are 
followed neither by shaving nor by bringing offerings of purity. 


are not comparable to that of a confirmed leper or the days of 


HALAKHA 


A confirmed leper renders items ritually impure through 
lying or sitting, etc. — 15) win awn Kav obg: A leper 
imparts impurity by lying and sitting. This halakha applies 
both to a full-fledged leper and a quarantined leper, as 
their impurity is similar in all regards (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara'at 1010—11). 


His confirmed state requires him to shave, etc. - son 
a>) nian pyu: A leper who was purified after his quar- 
antine is required to shave and bring birds for his purifica- 
tion. If he was declared pure by a priest after a period of 
quarantine he does not have to shave or bring an offering 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:10). 


The days of a leper’s counting, etc. — 131 419 "1: If a 
nazirite became a confirmed leper, none of his days as a 
full-fledged leper, or the seven days he counts between his 
two shavings of leprosy, count toward his term of nazirite- 
ship. The halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the 
baraita, not the opinion of Rav Hisda. Nevertheless, the 
days of his quarantine are considered part of his term of 
naziriteship. Similarly, the days of impurity of a zav and 
zava count toward their naziriteship terms (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 7:9). 
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HALAKHA 

Any impurity from a corpse, etc. — maT a TAW bs 
"131: Any ritual impurity from a corpse that obligates 
a nazirite to shave also renders one liable to receive 
karet for entering the Temple. One does not violate the 
prohibition against entering the Temple in a state of 
impurity if he came into contact with those sources 
of impurity from a corpse for which a nazirite does 
not have to shave. However, if one touches a person 
or vessels that were rendered impure in a manner 
for which a nazirite must shave, he is liable if he sub- 
sequently enters the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:13 and see Ra’avad and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yehoshua bar Memel - ban a yw iD a: This 
tanna, who is mentioned only in the Tosefta, was 
apparently a disciple of Rabbi Yehoshua. Rabbi Meir 
praised him as a master of halakhot. 


BACKGROUND 
Ardaskeya — x»b7W: Ardaskeya, or Ardaskos, is the 
name of a village located not far from the town of 


Tavin, also known as Tivon, in northern Israel near 
Haifa. 


LANGUAGE 
Petter Rosh — wx a93: Apparently this is from a 
Greek name that was Hebraicized. Other versions of 
the Gemara read: Petora. The Greek name in question 
is possibly natpwoec, Patroos, meaning of the father, 
or matpwe, Patros, meaning one’s father’s brother. 
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MI S H N Rabbi Eliezer said in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua: With regard to any ritual 
impurity from a corpse for which a nazirite must shave, one 
is liable due to the prohibition of entering the Temple after 
contracting that impurity. If someone who became impure from 
one of those sources of impurity enters the Temple, he violates 
the prohibition against an impure individual entering the sacred 
space. And with regard to any impurity from a corpse’ for 
which a nazirite does not shave, one is likewise not liable due 
to the prohibition of entering the Temple after contracting it. 


Rabbi Meir said: This impurity from a corpse that does not 
obligate a nazirite to shave should not be more lenient than 
the impurity of a creeping animal. The Torah clearly states that 
one rendered impure from a creeping animal is prohibited from 


entering the Temple (see Leviticus 5:2-3). 
2 E M A The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Eliezer 
learn this halakha in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Hananya? But didn’t he learn it in the name of 
Rabbi Yehoshua bar Memel?’ As it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer said: When I went to a place called Ardaskeya,® 
I found Rabbi Yehoshua ben Petter Rosh‘ sitting and discuss- 
ing the following halakha before Rabbi Meir: With regard to 
any ritual impurity from a corpse for which a nazirite must 
shave, one is liable due to the prohibition of entering the 
Temple after contracting it. And with regard to any impurity 
from a corpse for which a nazirite does not shave, one is not 
liable due to the prohibition of entering the Temple after con- 
tracting it. Rabbi Meir said to him: This impurity of a corpse that 
does not obligate a nazirite to shave should not be more lenient 
than the impurity of a creeping animal. 


Rabbi Eliezer continued: I said to Rabbi Meir: Are you at all 
familiar with Rabbi Yehoshua bar Memel? He said to me: Yes. 
I continued: Rabbi Yehoshua bar Memel said this to me in the 
name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: With regard to any rit- 
ual impurity from a corpse for which a nazirite must shave, one 
is liable due to the prohibition of entering the Temple after 
contracting it. And with regard to any impurity from a corpse 
for which a nazirite does not shave, one is not liable due to the 
prohibition of entering the Temple after contracting it. This 
concludes the baraita. The Gemara comments: This is proof 
that Rabbi Eliezer learned this halakha in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua bar Memel, not directly from Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya. 


NOTES 


And any impurity from a corpse, etc. — 131.7277 p2 meni ay: The 
reason for this halakha is unclear. Many commentaries maintain 
that one should not seek an explanation for it, as it is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. In other words, there is no fun- 
damental connection between the sources of ritual impurity for 
which a nazirite must shave and those which render one liable 
due to the prohibition of entering the Temple. The mishna gives 
the rule comparing the two merely as a kind of mnemonic. It is 
also possible that this comparison is based on the fact that an 
offering is brought for entering the Temple in a state of impurity 


and a nazirite must likewise sacrifice offerings. See the Jerusalem 
Talmud for a lengthy discussion on this issue. 

One extreme opinion is that those items that do not obligate 
a nazirite to shave are all sources of impurity by rabbinic law 
(Rambam). However, the Meiri contends that this mishna indi- 
cates otherwise, as how could Rabbi Meir suggest that sources 
of impurity by rabbinic law should be more severe than that of a 
creeping animal, which is by Torah law? However, as Rabbi Meir’s 
opinion is not accepted by the Rambam as halakha, it is possible 
that he rejects the source of his reasoning as well. 
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They said: Learn from this case the following principle: With regard 
to any statement of halakha that was stated as a tradition of three 
scholars, we say the first and the last names in the chain but we do 
not say the middle one. Therefore, the mishna mentions the name 
of Rabbi Eliezer, the last link in the tradition, and Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya, the first scholar, but it omits that of Rabbi Yehoshua 
bar Memel, the middle scholar in the chain. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We, too, learn in a mishna (Pea 
2:6): Nahum the Scribe? [lavlar]: said: This is the tradition that I 
received from Rabbi Meyasha,” who received it from father, who 
received it from the pairs of Sages who served during the period 
of the Second Temple, who received it from the Prophets: It is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai with regard to one who 
sows the plants of dill® and mustard" in two or three separate 
locations in a single field, that he leaves a corner’ to the poor for 
each and every one of these plots on its own, rather than one corner 
for all of them. 


The Gemara explains the proof from this source: And yet Nahum the 
Scribe does not mention the names of Joshua and Caleb, despite the 
fact that they were the Elders who passed down this halakha from 
Moses to the Prophets. Learn from this that the middle links in a 


tradition are not necessarily listed. 

MI S HN The mishna continues to address the sources 
of ritual impurity for which a nazirite must 

shave. Rabbi Akiva said: I discussed this matter before Rabbi 

Eliezer and suggested the following a fortiori inference: If, with regard 

to a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk, which does not render a 

person impure in a tent, a nazirite must nevertheless shave for 


touching it or carrying it, then in the case of a quarter-log of blood, 


which is more stringent in that it renders a person impure in a 
tent, is it not logical that a nazirite should shave for touching it or 
carrying it? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to me: What is this, Akiva? One cannot argue by 
means of an a fortiori inference here, in this particular case. However, 
Rabbi Eliezer did not provide a reason for this response. Rabbi Akiva 
continued: And when I came and presented these matters before 
Rabbi Yehoshua, he said to me: You spoke well, i.e., your logic is 
flawless, but they indeed said that this is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai, which cannot be refuted by means of an a fortiori 
inference. 


_ BACKGROUND © 


Dill - naw: Dill, Anethum graveolens, is a perennial grassy herb from 
he Apiaceae family. This plant grows to a height of 50-80 cm and 
has small yellow flowers. Mesh-shaped in appearance, its leaves are 
rim and form thread-like tongues. Dill has a distinctive, pleasant 
ragrance. Its seeds and oil are used for medicinal purposes. In the 
mishnaic period, dill was grown in gardens, and it is still cultivated 
nowadays in many places. Dill also grows wild in certain parts of 


he world. 


Corner — 7&8: The Torah states that a farmer is prohibited from 
harvesting the produce in the corner of his field. Instead, he must 
allow the poor to collect this produce for themselves. The Sages 
decreed that the area of the corner must be at least one-sixtieth of 
he field. This mitzva appears in the Torah (Leviticus 19:9, 23:22), and 
ractate Pe'a is devoted to discussing its details. By Torah law, fields, 
vineyards, and olive groves are included in the mitzva. 


Field of cultivated dill 


PERSONALITIES 
Nahum the Scribe - sbaba oma: Nahum the 
Scribe was a tanna from the Second Temple 
period. He was a contemporary of Rabban Gamliel 
the Elder, grandson of Hillel. Nahum the Scribe is 
mentioned only once in the Mishna. 


Rabbi Meyasha — xwx a7; Rabbi Meyasha was 
one of the first tanna'im. He is listed among the 
disciples of Hillel and Shammai (Seder HaDorot). 
—— LANGUAGE —————— 
Scribe [/avlar] - b: From the Latin librarius, 
meaning scribe. i 


With regard to one who sows dill and mustard — 
bam Naw ywa: Most early commentaries reject 
this reading of the text in favor of the version that 
appears in a different mishna in Pea (3:2). Accord- 
ing to that version, the tradition is referring to 

one who sows two types of wheat in a field. Their 

status with regard to pea depends on whether 

one brought the grain into one granary or two. 
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NOTES 


A quarter-log of blood is the halakha - mba DT yd: 


That is, it is a halakha that this amount of blood serves as a 
source of impurity in a tent. Some commentaries maintain 
that the traditional halakha is that a nazirite does not shave 
for a quarter-log of blood, and it was this halakha that Rabbi 
Akiva attempted to refute by means of an a fortiori inference 
(Keren Ora). 


HALAKHA 


A bone that is a barley-grain-bulk is a halakha - oxy 
aisha Myws: The ritual impurity imparted by a single bone 


through contact or carrying is a halakha learned by tradition. 


This impurity applies by Torah law; it is not a decree of the 
Sages (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:10, and 
see Ra'avad on 3:3). 
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G E M A A dilemma was raised before the Sages 

with regard to the halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai mentioned in the mishna: Is the halakha that a 
nazirite must shave for a bone that is a barley-grain-bulk a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and it was the status of a quarter- 
log of blood that Rabbi Akiva sought to derive as an a fortiori 
inference, and with regard to this claim they said: One does not 
derive an a fortiori inference from a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai? 


Or perhaps the ruling that a quarter-log of blood imparts ritual 
impurity in a tent is the halakha‘ transmitted to Moses from Sinai, 
and Rabbi Akiva sought to use the case of a bone that is a barley- 
grain-bulk as the source of an a fortiori inference that a nazirite 
must shave for a quarter-log as well, to which the Sages replied that 
one does not derive an a fortiori inference from a halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai. The Gemara answers: Come and hear 
the unequivocal statement of a baraita: A bone that is a barley- 
grain-bulk is a halakha," and a quarter-log of blood is an a fortiori 
inference, and one does not derive an a fortiori inference from a 


halakha. 
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Concerning the halakhot of ritual impurity with regard to a nazirite, there is a distinc- 
tion between situations for which the nazirite’s entire term of naziriteship is nullified 
due to contact with a corpse, and cases where his impurity requires sprinkling of 
the purification waters and immersion but does not negate the days of naziriteship 
he has already observed. If one’s term of naziriteship is negated due to impurity, 
then following his purification the individual must bring the offerings of an impure 
nazirite, after which he starts counting his term of naziriteship afresh. Some Sages 
suggest that those impurities that do not negate the term of a nazirite are those 
imposed by rabbinic law or those that are due to uncertainty. Consequently, a nazirite 
with this type of impurity is not punished for entering the Temple or for eating 
sacrificial meat. Even those who dispute this opinion concede that the details of these 
halakhot were transmitted to Moses from Sinai, although there is textual support for 
them in the Torah. These details include the amounts of body material that impart 
impurity and the ways in which impurity is imparted, i.e., through contact, carrying, 
and in a tent. 


Since the prohibition of a nazirite contracting impurity is limited to that of a corpse, 
a nazirite’s term is not nullified or otherwise affected if he comes into contact with 
other forms of impurity. The lone exception to this principle is the impurity of a 
leper, which shares some of the characteristics of that of a corpse. Impurity from a 
leper does not negate a nazirite’s term of naziriteship. However, ifa nazirite becomes 
a confirmed leper, the days during which he is affected are not counted toward the 
tally of days required to fulfill his term of naziriteship. 


Just as a priest, and even a High Priest, who are both prohibited from coming into 
contact with a corpse, must become ritually impure to tend to a met mitzva, the same 
applies to a nazirite. The Gemara concludes that if only a nazirite and a priest are 
available to perform the task, the nazirite must bury the corpse, because his sanctity 
is temporary, whereas that of the priest is permanent. This is the halakha, despite the 
fact that a nazirite must subsequently bring an offering for this impurity and resume 
the tally of his term of naziriteship from the beginning. 


Summary of 
Perek VII 
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All the days of his vow of naziriteship no razor shall come upon his 
head; until the days are fulfilled in which he consecrated himself to 
the Lord, he shall be sacred, he shall let the locks of the hair of his 
head grow long. 

(Numbers 6:5) 


And if any man dies very suddenly beside him, and he renders impure 
the head of his naziriteship, then he shall shave his head on the day 
of his purification, on the seventh day he shall shave it. 


(Numbers 6:9) 


And this is the law of the nazirite, when the days of his consecration 
are fulfilled: He shall bring it to the door of the Tent of Meeting; 
and he shall present his offering to the Lord... And the naczirite 
shall shave the head of his naziriteship at the entrance to the Tent of 
Meeting, and he shall take the hair of the head of his naziriteship and 
put it on the fire that is under the sacrifice of the peace-offering. 


(Numbers 6:13-14, 18) 


And he shall sprinkle upon him that is to be cleansed from the leprosy 
seven times, and shall pronounce him clean, and shall let go the living 
bird into the open field. And he that is to be cleansed shall wash his 
clothes, and shave off all his hair, and bathe himself in water, and he 
shall be clean; and after that he may come into the camp, but shall 
dwell outside his tent seven days. And it shall be on the seventh day, 
that he shall shave all his hair off his head and his beard and his 
eyebrows, all his hair he shall shave off; and he shall wash his clothes, 
and he shall bathe his flesh in water, and he shall be clean. 


(Leviticus 14:7-9) 


This chapter essentially deals with a single problem: How should a nazirite behave if 
he might have been rendered impure? Due to this uncertainty, he must accept some 
of the stringencies of both an impure nazirite and a pure nazirite. 


This situation is doubly complex. On the one hand, the impurity nullifies the initial 
naziriteship, and the nazirite must shave before observing his term of naziriteship 
anew. On the other hand, if he did not become impure he ought to continue his term 
without interruption. A second difficulty concerns the nazirite’s obligation to bring 
offerings. Not only do an impure nazirite and a pure nazirite at the completion of 
their terms bring different sets of offerings, but the possibility that a nazirite may not 
have any obligation to bring these offerings raises a whole series of problems. These 
include the order in which the animals are brought, the manner in which they are 
sacrificed, and the consumption of offerings brought in uncertainty. 


This central problem is expressed in two basic cases. The first concerns an uncertainty 
in which one of two nazirites became impure from a corpse and it is unclear which 
of them it was. The other case is that of a nazirite who might have been rendered 
impure from a corpse and who also might be a leper. This second case is especially 
complicated, as the purification of a leper includes the obligation to shave twice. In 
addition to the fact that the requirement of a nazirite and a leper to shave do not apply 
at the same time, there is a conflict between the leper’s requirement to shave and the 
nazirite’s prohibition against doing so. An additional question is whether one act of 
shaving can fulfill the obligation of both conditions. The analyses of these problems 
comprise the central material of this chapter. 
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MI S H NA bikes zapar to two nazirites," where one 


other person said to them: I saw one of 
you become impure, but I do not know which one of you it was, 
they must each complete their naziriteship terms, shave their hair, 
and both together bring an offering of ritual impurity and an 
offering of purity, due to the uncertainty. And one of them says 
to the other: If I am the impure one, the offering of impurity is 
mine and the offering of purity is yours; and if I am the pure 
one, the offering of purity is mine and the offering of impurity 
is yours. 


And because of the uncertainty they each count a further thirty 
days of naziriteship and both together bring an offering of purity. 
And one of them says: If I am the previously impure one, that 
offering of impurity sacrificed earlier was mine, and the offering 
of purity was yours; and this offering sacrificed now is my offer- 
ing of purity. And if I am the previously pure one, the offering 
of purity brought earlier was mine, and the offering of impurity 
was yours; and this current offering is your offering of purity. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches with regard to two 


nazirites, that if one other person said 
to them: I saw one of you become impure, but I do not know 
which one of you it was, they must bring an offering of ritual 
impurity and an offering of purity. The Gemara expresses surprise 
at this case: But why should they be defined as having uncertain 
impurity? After all, the general principle that any uncertain 
impurity in a private domain" is considered impure, from where 
do we derive this? From the case of a sota. 


Yet this situation is not similar to that of a sota, as just as the 
case of a sota involves only an adulterer and an adulteress, so 
too any uncertain impurity in a private domain is considered 
impure only in a case where there are no more than two people 
present. However, in the mishna here there are two nazirites and 
this other individual who is standing alongside them," who 
witnessed one of them become impure, which makes a total of 
three. Consequently, this is an uncertain impurity in the public 
domain, as three people are sufficient for the place to be consid- 
ered a public domain with regard to this halakha, and the halakha 
with regard to any uncertain impurity in the public domain is 
that its uncertainty is considered pure. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said that the mishna is referring to one who 
says: From a distance I saw an impure item thrown between you. 
Since he was not with them when one of the nazirites became 
impure, there were only two people present and therefore this is 
a case of uncertain impurity in a private domain. Rav Ashi said: 
The language of the mishna is also precise, 


NOTES 


And this other individual who is standing alongside them — 
marry: The definition of a public domain with regard 
to ritual impurity differs from that of other areas of halakha, e.g., 
Shabbat or acquisitions. As far as impurity is concerned, the 
presence of three people is enough for a place to be consid- 
ered a public domain, its status with regard to other halakhot 


notwithstanding. 


The early commentaries dispute the details of this halakha. 
Some rule that if the three are in the same place, i.e., within 
four cubits of each other, it is a public domain (Rambam), while 
others contend that the uncertainty must be applicable to all 
three for it to be considered a public domain. If the uncertain 
impurity is relevant to only two of the three, it is considered a 
private domain (Ra’avad; see also Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Two nazirites, etc. — 131 D 99: How are two nazirites 

meant to proceed if one of them became impure but they 
do not know which one contracted the impurity? They com- 
plete their naziriteship terms and together bring offerings 

of purity and impurity. At this point, one of them stipulates: 
If I am the impure one, the offering of impurity is mine and 

the offering of purity is yours; and if you are the impure one, 
the offering of impurity is yours and the offering of purity is 

mine. They subsequently count another period of nazirite- 
ship, at the end of which they together bring an offering 

of purity. Each of them then says: If | was the impure one, 
this is my offering of purity, and if you were the impure one, 
this is your offering of purity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 9:14). 


Uncertain impurity in a private domain, etc. - ANAW Pap 
^D Pr mwa: Uncertain impurity refers to a case where 
one is unsure whether or not he was rendered impure. 
Any uncertain impurity that occurs in a private domain is 
considered impure. If it occurred in the public domain, it is 
considered pure (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:16 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:14 and Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 16:1, 18:1, 20:10). 


And this other individual who is standing alongside 
them — pima NPT INT: If two nazirites standing in a 
courtyard were informed by another person who is with 
them that one of them has become impure, but he does 
not know which one of them contracted the impurity, this 
is considered an uncertain impurity in the public domain, 
as there are three people present. Consequently, they are 
pure. The Ra’avad claims that the fact that they are in one 
courtyard is not enough to render it a public domain. Rather, 
the uncertainty must apply to all three individuals (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:16). 
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as it teaches: But I do not know which one of you. This indicates 
that the third individual was too far away to detect which of them 
became impure. The Gemara says: Conclude from the inference 
from the mishna that it is so. 


§ The mishna taught that the two nazirites shave and cut their hair 
and bring an offering of impurity and an offering of purity. The 
Gemara asks: But why are they permitted to shave? Perhaps both 
of them are not impure, and therefore one of them violates the 
prohibition against rounding the head,*" i.e., shaving the hair on 
the sides of the head (see Leviticus 19:27), when he shaves his hair 
unnecessarily. Since one of them does not need to shave, he thereby 
transgresses a mitzva by Torah law. Shmuel said: The mishna is 
referring to a case where each nazirite was a woman, who is not 
prohibited from rounding the hair of her head, or a minor boy," 
who is not obligated in the observance of mitzvot. 


The Gemara analyzes Shmuel’s answer: And let Shmuel establish 
the mishna as referring to a male who reached majority, and the 
reason it is permitted is because rounding the entire head, not 
merely its corners, is not called rounding as prohibited by the 
Torah. From the fact that he does not establish the mishna in this 
manner, conclude from it that Shmuel maintains that rounding 
the entire head" is called rounding. 


Mar Zutra taught this halakha of Shmuel with regard to the latter 
clause of the following mishna (59b): A nazirite who has uncertain 
impurity and whose status as a confirmed leper is uncertain may 
eat sacrificial food after sixty days and shaves four times. One 
shaving is for his uncertain status as an impure nazirite, one is at the 
end of his term of naziriteship, and two are due to his status as a 
leper. A similar problem arose: But as he is not definitely obligated 
to shave, he violates the prohibition against rounding the head. 
Shmuel said: The mishna is referring to a woman or a minor boy," 
who are not prohibited from rounding their heads. 


NOTES 


And one of them violates the prohibition against rounding 
the head - nap Wap: The commentaries ask: Isn't it correct 
to say that either way, the first time he shaves constitutes a 
mitzva, as the one who is pure performs the shaving of purity, 
while the impure nazirite shaves for his impurity (Rabbeinu 
Peretz)? If so, it would not be considered an unnecessary shav- 
ing. Rabbeinu Peretz suggests that the witness was watching 
from a distance, as explained by the Gemara, and therefore it 


The mishna is referring to a woman or a minor boy - 
JOP) nwa: If one of two nazirites became impure but they 
do not know which one, they do not perform the shaving 
of impurity due to the uncertainty, as they might transgress 
the prohibition against rounding the head. If the nazirites 
were women or minor boys they do shave, in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 9:15). 


Rounding the entire head - wx bs nap: Any man who 
shaves the corners of his head or his entire head is liable to 


HALAKHA 


is possible that neither of them is impure. In that case both 
would violate the prohibition against rounding the head. Oth- 
ers explain simply that as each of them shaves his head twice, 
the second shaving of the pure nazirite is unnecessary, and 
therefore it constitutes a violation of the prohibition against 
rounding the head (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet; 
Meiri; see Birkat Rosh). 


receive lashes (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 
12:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 181:2). 


Shmuel said, to a woman or a minor boy —AwKxa Ppenw vax 
19m: A nazirite who has uncertain impurity and whose status 
as a confirmed leper is uncertain must shave four times to 
account for all possibilities. This halakha applies only to minors 
and women, as men are not permitted to shave in a case of 
uncertainty, lest they transgress the prohibition against round- 
ing the corners of the head, in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:9). 
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With regard to the same issue, Rav Huna’ said: An adult who 
rounds the head of a minor boy’ is liable to receive lashes, 
despite the fact that the child himself is not obligated to observe 
mitzvot. Rav Adda bar Ahava,’ who disputed this ruling, said to 
Rav Huna: And with regard to your sons, who shaves them and 
rounds the corners of their heads? After all, you maintain that an 
adult may not round the head of a minor. Rav Huna said to him: 
Hova my wife does it, as she is not prohibited from rounding their 
heads. Rav Adda bar Ahava exclaimed in anger: Hova should 
bury her sons™ if she acts in this manner. The Gemara reports: 
During the years that Rav Adda bar Ahava was alive, Rav Huna’s 
children did not survive. His children died due to the curse 
pronounced by Rav Adda. 


The Gemara asks: Since both Rav Huna and Rav Adda maintain 

that rounding the entire head is called rounding, with regard 

to what do they disagree? What is the reason for their respective 

rulings? The Gemara explains: Rav Huna, who prohibits an 

adult male from rounding the head of a minor but permits a 

woman to do so, maintains that the association between the two 

prohibitions in the verse: “You shall not round the corners of 
your heads, neither shall you destroy the corners of your beard” 
(Leviticus 19:27), teaches: Whoever has the prohibition of the 

destruction of the beard also has the prohibition of rounding. 
And these women, since they are not included in the prohibition 

of destruction,"® as they do not have beards, they are not included 

in the prohibition of rounding either." 


And Rav Adda bar Ahava, who permits anyone to shave a minor 

boy’s head, maintains: Both one who rounds and one who 

is rounded™ are included in the phrase “you shall not round,” 
which is stated in the plural. And in this manner the verse juxta- 
poses one who rounds to one who is rounded: Wherever one 

who is rounded is liable, the one who rounds is also liable; and 

with regard to this minor boy, since he himself is not liable 

to be punished for this transgression, an adult who rounds his 

head is also not liable due to this action. 


HALAKHA 


An adult who rounds the head of a minor — pI nY ppan: 
One who shaves the corners of a minor boy's head is liable to 
receive lashes, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara12:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 181:5). 


Hova should bury her sons, etc. -^3 73n ji»yapa: Although 
a woman is permitted to shave the corners of her own head, 
she may not remove the hair on the corners of the head of a 
man or a male child. This is evident from Rav Adda bar Ahava's 
extreme reaction to Rav Huna's statement. Some authorities 
maintain that this is a rabbinic prohibition (Ra'avad; Rambam 
according to Kesef Mishne). Others claim that the prohibition 
against rounding the head does not apply to a woman at all, 
even if she shaves the head of a man (Rif; Rosh). According 
to this ruling, which the Shulhan Arukh prefers, the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
181:6). 


They are not included in the prohibition of destruction - 
annwia ama: If a woman has facial hair she is permitted 
to shave it all off, as the prohibition against destroying one’s 
beard does not apply to women, as stated by Rav Huna. The 
same applies to a woman who destroys a man’s beard. The 


Bah maintains that at the very least a woman is prohibited by 
rabbinic law from destroying the beard of a man, whereas the 
Shakh claims that the Gemara here proves otherwise (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a181:12). 


They are not included in the prohibition of rounding either - 
gerar 123 aman): A woman is permitted to shave the corners 
of her ‘head, as the prohibition against rounding does not apply 
to her. If a woman shaved the corners of a man’s head she is 
exempt, as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Huna. However she is prohibited from doing so, either 
by rabbinic law or due to the injunction (Leviticus 19:14) “You 
shall not put a stumbling block before the blind” (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a181:6). 


Both one who rounds and one who is rounded — ppan IHX 
AT TN: It is prohibited to shave the corners of one's head, 
and one who does so is flogged. One is also liable if another 
Jew shaves his head with his assistance. It is prohibited to allow 
one’s head to be rounded even without lending any help at all, 
and therefore one may not allow a gentile to do so (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a181:4). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Huna - 371 31: Rav Huna was one of the great second- 
generation amora’im in Babylonia. He served as deputy to 
his principal teacher, Rav. As the head of the yeshiva in Sura 
after the death of Shmuel, he was widely regarded as the 
greatest Sage of his generation. Almost all of the Sages of 
he next generation were his disciples. Rav Ami and Rav Asi, 
who studied Torah under him in Babylonia before emigrating 
o Eretz Yisrael, viewed themselves as subordinate to him. 
According to a tradition of the geonim Rav Huna was from 
he family of the Exilarch. Although in his younger years 
he was exceedingly poor and studied the Torah amid great 
hardship, he later became wealthy. Much is related in the 
Talmud of his piety (see Ta'ʻanit 20b), and he was a model of 
wisdom for generations to follow. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava — 737X 33 NIK 37: A Babylonian 
amora, Rav Adda bar Ahava spanned ‘the first and second 
generations of amora'im. The various talmudic sources 
referring to Rav Adda bar Ahava indicate that there were 
at least two, perhaps three, Sages of that name. Appar- 
ently the reference in the Gemara here is to the first and 
greatest Sage to be called by that name. Rav Adda was one 
of Rav's greatest students. Both Rav and Shmuel appreci- 
ated the extent of his righteousness and piety, and would 
rely on his merit in their belief that they would come to 
no harm. Future generations would cite his behavior as 
exemplifying the awe of Heaven. The Talmud tells of his 
modesty and the painstaking care he took with regard to 
the honor of Heaven, of his teachers, and of his fellow man. 
The calculation of the Hebrew calendar, referred to as tekufat 
Rav Adda, is apparently named after this first Rav Adda. 
Although Shmuel established his own calculation, Rav Adda's 
far more accurate version serves nowadays as the foundation 
for the fixed Jewish calendar. 


NOTES 


Hova should bury her sons, etc. — 15177310 pi»apa: In other 
words, this does not constitute a prohibition according to my 
ruling, says Rav Adda; however, according to your opinion 
she is violating a prohibition (Commentary on Nazir; Tosafot). 
Others suggest that she sins even according to the opinion of 
Rav Adda, albeit by rabbinic law (Meiri). However, the Meiri 
rejects this explanation, insisting that the question refers 
only to the ruling of Rav Huna, as his statement indicates 
that the wife is in violation of a mitzva by Torah law. Yet others 
contend that Rav Adda was not uttering a curse but posing 
a question: Does Hova want to end up burying her sons for 
acting this way (Rosh; Rabbeinu Azriel)? 


Both one who rounds and one who is rounded - m% 
ARIT INN PaT: Some commentaries explain that Rav 
Adda derives this halakha from the double expressions of: 
“You shall not round,’ and: “The corners of your heads.” In 
this manner the verse teaches that the hair of one’s head 
must not be rounded, and also that one must not perform 
this act upon another man (Josafot). Furthermore, as the 
two prohibitions are derived from the same phrase, they are 
dependent on each other. Therefore, one is prohibited from 
rounding the head only of someone who is bound by this 
prohibition. The dispute between the amora’im can be sum- 
marized as follows: Rav Huna maintains that one who rounds 
the head of a minor boy is liable but a woman who rounds 
the head of another is exempt; whereas according to Rav 
Adda one who rounds the hair of a minor boy is exempt, but 
a woman who rounds the head of an adult is liable (Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 

Since they are not included in the prohibition of destruc- 
tion - Annwaa ama) Dyin: A woman who has a beard 
may shave it with a razor. Although it is extremely rare, a 
woman may have a beard grow due to a condition referred 
to as hirsutism, which is the growth of superfluous hair in 
women resulting from mild androgen excess. Another rare 
condition which may cause a woman to grow a beard is 
hypertrichosis, which is abnormal growth of hair that may 
be local or cover the entire body. 
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The Gemara asks: Shall we say that the issue of whether one who 
rounds the entire head is considered to have rounded its corners 
is a dispute between tanna’im? As the Sages taught in a baraita, 
with regard to a verse that deals with the shaving of a leper: “He 
shall shave all his hair; his head and his beard and his eyebrows, 
even all his hair he shall shave off” (Leviticus 14:9). Why must 
the verse state: “His head,” after it has already stated: “All his hair”? 
The baraita explains that since it is stated: “You shall not round 
the corners of your heads” (Leviticus 19:27), 


one might have thought that even a leper should likewise be pro- 
hibited from rounding off his head. The verse therefore specifically 
states “his head” to teach that the mitzva for a leper to remove all 

the hair of his head overrides the prohibition against rounding one’s 

head. And it was taught in another baraita: Why must the verse 

state: “His head,’ with regard to a leper? Since it states, with regard 

to a nazirite: “No razor shall come upon his head” (Numbers 6:5), 
one might have thought that even a nazirite leper should likewise 

be prohibited from shaving upon his purification. Therefore the 

verse states: “His head,” from which it is derived that a nazirite who 

contracted leprosy must shave his head like any other leper. 


The Gemara explains: What, is it not correct to say that this is a 
dispute between tanna’im? According to the one who says that 
the additional term “his head” is to counter a possible prohibition 
derived from the case of a nazirite, he holds that rounding the 
entire head is not called rounding, and therefore there is no need 
for a verse to teach that a leper can shave all the hair off his head. 
And when the verse “He shall shave all his hair; his head” comes, it 
comes to override both the prohibition: “No razor shall come 
upon his head,” and the positive mitzva stated with regard to a 
nazirite: “He shall be sacred, he shall let the locks of the hair of his 
head grow long” (Numbers 6:5). And the other tanna holds that 
rounding the entire head is called rounding, and consequently, 
when the verse comes, it serves to override only the prohibition 
against rounding one’s head. 


Rava said in refutation of this proof: No; it is possible that every- 
one agrees that rounding the entire head is not called rounding, 
even the tanna who maintains that the purpose of the verse is to 
permit a leper to round his head. And when the verse comes, it 
serves to address a particular case, such as one in which he rounded 
off only the corners of the head and ultimately shaved off the rest 
of his hair. Although shaving only the corners of one’s head is pro- 
hibited by the Torah, in this instance he is exempt. The reason is 
that since ifhe shaved his entire head at one time he would not be 
liable, then ifhe rounded off his head and ultimately shaved he is 
also not liable. Since a leper is permitted to shave all ofhis head, he 
can do so in any manner he chooses. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with this explanation: And does the 
verse write this? Is it permitted unnecessarily to transgress a prohi- 
bition ab initio? But didn’t Reish Lakish say: Any place that you 
find positive mitzvot and prohibitions that clash with one another, 
if you can find some way to fulfill both, that is preferable; and if 
that is not possible, the positive mitzva will come and override 
the prohibition? Ifit is not prohibited to round the entire head, the 
leper can shave his hair in a permitted manner, and the Torah would 
not have allowed him to do so in a way that involves the violation 
of a prohibition. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


writ ba napa aby drat xx 

ip) DPN? MIN pI Aw 

KTN ii ney ney va mn 
zmo 


wabn hy Kp nTa phy 
-PYY wabn xb” seam apy 
DID) TOYA DE KT 


NOY ND "NTA PY KPAI pI 
ab 1X opr av xpa xd 
SITEN 


nyy by amy and 207 KaT 
Pari onbon Dina” ay pn- "92371 
HAT DIAD WE” 


Dis - DADA Toy 779 XT 
IY ja by pa wna pa 
- PAI NW prvi wna - pn 

PWI ps 


IYD wrv> PINT KIN NT 
TUII xd ment Tey MNT KPY 
iaprn} m xpa) aha ney) 


99 arith aba a “apr” sxe 
bin» ary xb DIZI May’ MANIY 
wi pobn - 13 pry TD qX 

ripy” 


Rather, the Gemara retracts its previous explanation and states 
the opposite. It is that everyone agrees that rounding the entire 
head is called rounding. If so, the baraita that states that the verse: 
“He shall shave all his hair; his head” (Leviticus 14:9), comes to 
permit the rounding of a leper’s entire head is easily understood, 
as itis derived from here that a positive mitzva overrides a prohibi- 
tion. But according to the one who establishes the verse “He 
shall shave all his hair; his head” as coming to override the pro- 
hibition and the positive mitzva of a nazirite, from where does 
he derive that a positive mitzva overrides only a prohibition?" 


The Gemara answers: He derives it from the case of ritual fringes. 
How so? As the verse states: “You shall not wear diverse kinds, 
wool and linen together” (Deuteronomy 22:11), and it is taught 
in a baraita that although the command “You shall not wear 
diverse kinds” applies to most cases, the juxtaposed verse: “You 
shall make for you fringes” (Deuteronomy 22:12), teaches that 
one may prepare ritual fringes even from diverse kinds of wool 
and linen. This teaches that the positive mitzva of ritual fringes 
overrides the prohibition of diverse kinds. 


The Gemara asks: And the tanna who derives the principle that 
a positive mitzva overrides a prohibition from “his head” stated 
with regard to a leper, what is the reason that he does not derive 
it from the verse that deals with ritual fringes? Why does he 
require another source? The Gemara answers: He could have said 
to you that the verse concerning ritual fringes does not teach that 
principle, as it comes for that which Rava said. 


As Rava raises a contradiction: It is written: “And that they put 

on the fringe of each corner a thread of sky blue” (Numbers 
15:38). The phrase “the fringe of each corner” indicates that ritual 
fringes must be of the same type as the corner" of the robe itself, 
upon which they must place “a thread of sky blue.” And yet it 
is written: “You shall not wear diverse kinds, wool and linen 
together” (Deuteronomy 22:11). The juxtaposition of these two 
verses teaches that ritual fringes must be made from wool and 
linen. 


How so? How can ritual fringes be made from the same material 
as the garment itself and also from wool and linen? The answer is 
that ritual fringes of wool and linen exempt" a garment and fulfill 
the obligation of ritual fringes whether the garment is of their 
own type, i.e., wool and linen, or whether it is not of their own 
type, i.e., all other materials. By contrast, with regard to ritual 
fringes of other types of materials, they exempt a garment of 
their own type; but they do not exempt a garment that is not of 
their type. According to this, the verse juxtaposing ritual fringes 
to diverse kinds serves to teach that ritual fringes made of wool 
and linen exempt any garment, not to teach that a positive mitzva 
overrides a prohibition. 


The Gemara continues this line of inquiry: And according to this 
tanna, who derives from the term “his head” that a positive 
mitzva overrides only a prohibition, from where do we derive 
the halakha that the positive mitzva of a leper’s shaving comes 
and overrides the prohibition and the positive mitzva of a 
nazirite? From where does this tanna learn that a nazirite who 
contracted leprosy is obligated to shave? The Gemara answers: 
He derives it from the verse: “He shall shave all his hair; his 
head and his beard” (Leviticus 14:9)." 


As it is taught in a baraita: Why must the verse state: “His 
beard”? After all, a beard is already included in the phrase “all 
his hair.” The baraita answers: Since it is stated, with regard to 
priests: “Neither shall they shave off the corners of their beard” 
(Leviticus 21:5), one might have thought that even a priest who 
is a leper is included in this prohibition against shaving his beard. 
Therefore, the verse states: “His beard” in connection to a leper. 


NOTES 


From where does he derive that a positive mitzva over- 
rides only a prohibition — bya XTR wh: Since this tanna 
learns from the term “his head” that a positive mitzva over- 
rides both a prohibition and a positive mitzva, it is evident 
that in his opinion it can be derived elsewhere that a positive 
mitzva overrides a single prohibition. The Gemara is discuss- 
ing the source of this principle (Tosafot; Rosh; Meiri). 


He derives it from “his beard” — iapa ab xpa: This tanna 
learns from here that a positive mitzva overrides a prohibi- 
tion and a positive mitzva if they include a lenient aspect. 
In the case of a nazirite, the leniency is that prohibitions of 
naziriteship can be dissolved by a halakhic authority; priestly 
prohibitions do not apply equally to all Jews but only to 
male priests. According to this opinion, although a nazirite 
and a priest are dissimilar, their halakhot can be derived 
from each other, as neither mitzva is an all-encompassing 
obligation (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


Corner, the type of the corner — 423 pa 937: The sky- 
blue threads of ritual fringes must always be of wool. If the 
garment is a woolen one, the white threads should be of 
wool as well. The white threads of the fringes of a linen gar- 
ment must be linen. As for other types of material, the white 
threads of their ritual fringes can be made from the same 
fabric as the clothing itself, or of wool or linen (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:5). 


Wool and linen exempt, etc. -31 Dwa DAW) Way: Ritual 
fringes of wool or linen can be used to exempt any type of 
clothing. Today, in the absence of a definitive determina- 
tion as to the components of the sky-blue dye, one may 
not attach woolen ritual fringes to a linen garment, as this 
constitutes diverse kinds in a situation where the mitzva 
can be performed with the same type, as the white threads 
need not be of wool. Ritual fringes of other fabrics may be 
used only in garments of that same type, but not in clothes 
made of other materials (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:2-3). 
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HALAKHA 


A positive mitzva does not come and override, etc. — 
ADIN TUY NY xb: In the case of a positive mitzva 
and a prohibition that involve the same action, if one 
can fulfill the positive command without violating 
the prohibition, he should do so. If not, the positive 
mitzva overrides the prohibition. This applies only if 
the positive mitzva is in conflict with the prohibition 
alone; however, it does not override both a prohibition 
and a positive mitzva. For this reason, priests do not 
perform the mitzva of burning invalidated offerings 
on a Festival. Likewise, a widow may not enter into 
levirate marriage with a High Priest, and a priest may 
not render himself ritually impure in a cemetery to 
perform the mitzva of restoring lost property. These 
are just a few of many examples (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 3:8; Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Yibbum VaHalitza 6:11; and Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Gezeila 
VaAveda 11:18; see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 586:21 
and Magen Avraham there). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: And the one who derives from “his head” that the 
mitzva of shaving overrides both the positive mitzva and prohibition 
of a nazirite, let him derive this principle from “his beard.” The 
Gemara refutes this suggestion: And according to your reasoning, 
that the term “his beard” teaches that a positive mitzva overrides the 
prohibition and positive mitzva of a nazirite, that which we maintain 
generally, 


that a positive mitzva does not come and override" a prohibition 
and a positive mitzva, let him derive from the fact that a leprous 
priest must shave that this mitzva does override a prohibition and 
another positive mitzva. 


Rather, he would explain that we do not derive other cases of the 
Torah from the halakha of a priest, for the following reason: What is 
different about the prohibition of a priest is that it is a prohibition 
that is not equally applicable to all, i.e., the prohibitions ofa priest do 
not apply to Israelites. For the same reason, the case of a nazirite also 
cannot be derived from that ofa priest, as the prohibition of a priest 
is a prohibition that is not equally applicable to all," in contrast to 
that of a nazirite. Consequently, the derivation from “his head” is 
necessary to teach that the shaving ofa leper overrides the prohibition 
stated with regard to a nazirite. 


The Gemara turns its attention to the other opinion: And according to 
the one who establishes this verse: “He shall shave all his hair; his 
head and his beard” (Leviticus 14:9), as referring to a nazirite, i.e., he 
derives from this verse the principle that in certain cases, including 
that of a leprous priest, a positive mitzva overrides a prohibition and 
a positive mitzva, why do I need the term “his beard”? 


The Gemara answers: He requires it for that which is taught in a 
baraita with regard to the shaving of a leper, which must be performed 
with a razor: Why must the verse state: “His beard,” as it already 
stated that he shaves all his hair? Since it is stated: “Neither shall they 
shave off the corners of their beard” (Leviticus 21:5), one might have 
thought that even a priest who is a leper is included in the prohibition 
against shaving. The verse therefore states: “His beard,” to teach that 
a leprous priest must shave his beard as well. 


And from where do we derive that a leper must shave with a razor?" 
As it is taught in a baraita: “Neither shall they shave off the corners 
of their beard” (Leviticus 21:5). One might have thought that priests 
should be liable even if they shaved their beards with scissors. The 
verse states: “And you shall not destroy the corners of your beard” 
(Leviticus 19:27), which teaches that the prohibition applies only to 
the destruction of the beard from its roots. If the sole criterion is the 
phrase “you shall not destroy,’ one might have thought that if he 
extracted his hair with tweezers or removed his hair with a carpenter's 
plane, he should likewise be liable due to the prohibition against 
destroying his hair. 


A prohibition that is not equally applicable to all - i»xw wd 
Soa mw: Why can one not derive from the case of a nazirite, 
which is equally applicable to all, that the principle that a posi- 
tive mitzva overrides a prohibition and a positive mitzva applies 
to the rest of the mitzvot of the Torah? In other words, just as 
the positive mitzva of shaving a leper overrides the prohibition 
and positive mitzva of a nazirite, the same should apply to any 
positive mitzvot and prohibitions. The answer to this question is 
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stated at the end of the Gemara’s discussion: One cannot learn 
a general principle from the case of a nazirite since the mitzvot 
of naziriteship are considered lighter than regular ones, as a 


nazirite vow can be dissolved by a halakhic authority (Tosafot). 


All this represents the opinion of one tanna; the other tanna 
maintains that since the mitzvot of a nazirite and a priest are 
both different from regular mitzvot in that they include a lenient 
aspect, one can derive the halakha of one case from the other. 


And from where do we derive that a leper must shave with a 
razor — 9027 oom: The verse says that a leper shaves off all his 
hair, but it does not specify the implement he must use. Theo- 
retically, he could apply a depilatory or remove hair in some 
other way. The obligation to shave with a razor is derived in an 
indirect manner: Since the Torah found it necessary to permit 
a priest to shave his beard, the leper’s mitzva must involve an 
implement whose use would otherwise be prohibited. 
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The verse therefore states: “Neither shall they shave off the corners 
of their beard.” Together the two verses lead to the following conclu- 
sion: Which is the type of shaving [giluah] that involves destruction 
[hashhata]?' You must say it is a razor. The fact that it was necessary 
for the Torah to permit a leper to shave his beard with a razor, not- 
withstanding the prohibition against using this implement, proves 
that the positive mitzva overrides this prohibition, as derived from 
the term “his beard.” 


The Gemara continues to inquire: And according to the one who 
derives from the term “his head” the principle that a positive mitzva 
overrides only a prohibition, why do I need the verse to write: 

“His head,” and why do I also need the same verse to write: “His 
beard”? Once is it derived from the phrase “his beard” that a positive 
mitzva overrides a positive mitzva and a prohibition, the same should 
certainly apply to a prohibition by itself. 


The Gemara answers: Both the term “his head” and the term “his 
beard” could come to teach the overriding of only a prohibition, and 
they also could teach the overriding of a prohibition and a positive 
mitzva. Since the verse is formulated in general terms, it includes a 
priest or a nazirite. Therefore, as it cannot be determined to which 
case the Torah is referring, it is even, i.e., equally balanced, and con- 
sequently let both terms come and teach this principle, one with 
regard to a nazirite, and the other with regard to a priest. 


The Gemara adds that both terms are necessary, as the halakha of a 
priest cannot be derived from that of a nazirite, as the case of a 
nazirite is lenient in that it is possible to dissolve naziriteship by 
request from a halakhic authority. Likewise, the halakha of a nazirite 
cannot be derived from that of a priest, as the case of a priest involves 
a prohibition that is not equally applicable to all. The Gemara com- 
ments: And generally, with regard to other halakhot, we cannot 
derive from these two cases that a positive mitzva overrides a prohibi- 
tion and a positive mitzva, due to the fact that this argument can be 
refuted as we said here. 


§ Rav said: A person who is not a nazirite may lighten his burden 
by removing all the hair of his body with a razor. One who feels he 
has too much hair may shave all of it off with a razor, apart from his 
beard and the corners of his head. The Gemara raises an objection 
against this from a baraita: Aman who removes the hair of the armpit 
or the pubic hair is flogged for transgressing the prohibition: “A man 
shall not put on a woman’s garment” (Deuteronomy 22:5), as this 
behavior is the manner of women. 


The Gemara answers: In this case he is flogged because he shaved with 
a razor, whereas in that case Rav said it is permitted because he was 
referring to one who removes hair with scissors, an act that is not 
considered a prohibition. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But Rav said 
it is permitted with a razor as well. The Gemara answers: He did not 
mean an actual razor; rather, he said that one may use an implement 
that is similar to a razor," i.e., scissors that cut very close to the skin, 
in the manner of a razor. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A man who 
removes the hair of the armpit" or the pubic hair is flogged. The 
Gemara raises an objection against this ruling: The removal of hair 
is not prohibited by Torah law but by rabbinic law. Why, then, is he 
liable to receive lashes? The Gemara explains: What does it mean that 
Rabbi Yohanan says that he is flogged? This means that he is flogged 
by rabbinic law, a punishment known as lashes for rebelliousness, for 
disobeying a rabbinic decree. 


A man who removes the hair of the armpit, etc. - Yavan 
nV Ma: It is prohibited for a man to shave the hair of his 
armpits and his pubic hair with a razor, or with scissors that 
remove the hair completely in the manner of a razor. One who 
does so receives lashes for rebelliousness from the Sages. As 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 

Shaving [giluah] and destroying hair [hashhata] - 
annwm mb: Although these two terms are often 
used interchangeably, the Sages distinguished 
between them with regard to halakha. Various lan- 
guages related to Hebrew indicate that the term galah 
means to smooth a surface. However, based on its 
usage in both the Bible and rabbinic texts, it appar- 
ently refers to cutting hair with a razor-like device or 
scissors. By contrast, hashhata means the removal of 
hair in such a manner that nothing remains. This can 
be done using various substances, such as pumice, a 
light yet abrasive volcanic rock used during antiquity 
to remove excess hair; through the use of fire; or by 
shaving. An act of shaving that also destroys can be 
performed only with a razor. 


NOTES 

Similar to a razor — YH py: This indicates that it is 
prohibited to shave one's armpits with a razor; however, 
one may do so with a razor-like implement. Conversely, 
the hair that covers other parts of the body may be 
removed by means of a razor. An alternative version 
of the text states that it is prohibited to remove armpit 
hair in any manner, whereas that of other limbs is per- 
mitted with scissors alone (Meiri; see geonim, Rif, and 
Rambam; see also Josafot on 59a). 


for the hair on the rest of his body, it is permitted to remove 


a razor, but not with a razor itself. The halakha follows Rav, in 
accordance with the reading of the geonim. Rabbeinu Tam, 
following the standard version of the text, rules that scissors that 


are similar to razors are prohibited on the rest of the body as 
it with scissors, even if they cut in a manner similar to that of well (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 182:1). 
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NOTES 


He violates the prohibition of: A man shall not put 
on a woman's garment — wal» x own wily mT 
TON nmw 9133: The geonim write at length that these 
issues, including wearing a woman's or a man’s adorn- 
ments, are dependent on time and place. If it is the 
custom of the gentiles in a certain locale for men to 
wear a particular item of clothing or to groom them- 
selves in a certain style, e.g., to shave their armpits, 
Jews are permitted to act likewise. The same applies 
o the customs of women. 


If it teaches that a man may not put on, etc. - OX 
“DINK wa» bw: This tanna maintains that the fact 
hat a woman wears a man's garment or vice versa can- 
not be termed an “abomination.” He therefore explains 
hat wearing these clothes is prohibited only if it is 
or the sake of performing an abomination and in a 
manner that enables an action of that kind. By contrast, 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov accepts the straightforward 
reading of the verse that the very wearing of women's 
clothing, or grooming oneself in the style of a woman, 
is prohibited to a man. Rabbi Yohanan agrees with 
this opinion. 


For a nazirite it is permitted — v3 1a: One expla- 
nation of this ruling is that a nazirite is permitted to 
remove his armpit hair when shaving for his nazirite- 
ship, as that is part of the act of shaving, and he is 
not doing so to improve his appearance (Tosafot; see 
Meromei Sadeh). Others maintain that this refers to 
during his term of naziriteship, as his acceptance of 
the vow proves that he is not trying to beautify him- 
self, which means he is not acting in the manner of a 
woman (see Orah Mishor). Yet others explain simply 
that although a nazirite may not shave the hair of his 
head, he is like other men with regard to armpit hair 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 


A woman may not go out with weapons, etc. - xo 
"ayy hoa TX Yn: A woman may not wear a man's 
garment, nor may she go to war bearing weapons, 
even if her garments are those of a woman (Rema, 
citing Beit Yosef). Likewise, a man may not put on a 
robe or an ornament that is worn only by women, as 
stated by Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 182:5). 


BACKGROUND 


Due to old age — mp nama: The same causes of 
balding, i.e., natural hormonal changes due to age or 
damage to the hair, also lead to hair loss in other parts 
of the body. As Rabbi Yohanan aged, he apparently 
experienced hair loss in his armpits. 
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Some say a different version of this statement: Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A man who removes the hair 
of the armpit or the pubic hair is flogged, due to the prohibition: 
“A man shall not put on a woman’s garment” (Deuteronomy 22:5). 
The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: The removal of 
hair is not prohibited by Torah law but by rabbinic law. How then 
does Rabbi Yohanan say that he is flogged, which by definition is a 
punishment for individuals who have transgressed a Torah law? The 
Gemara answers: It was he who said this halakha in accordance 
with the opinion of that tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: A man 
who removes the hair of the armpit or the pubic hair violates the 
prohibition of: “A man shall not put on a woman’s garment.’ 


The Gemara asks: And what does the first tanna, who holds that 
the prohibition is by rabbinic law, learn from this verse: “A man 
shall not put on a woman’s garment”? The Gemara answers: He 
requires it for that which is taught in the baraita, where it states: “A 
woman shall not wear that which pertains to a man, and a man 
shall not put on a woman’s garment, for whoever does these things 
is an abomination to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 22:5). 
What is the meaning when the verse states this? If it teaches only 
that a man may not put on" a woman’s garment, and a woman 
may not wear a man’s garment, it is already stated in explanation 
of this prohibition that “it is an abomination to the Lord your God,” 
and there is no abomination here in the mere act of wearing a 
garment. 


Rather, it means that a man may not wear a woman’s garment 
and thereby go and sit among the women; and a woman may not 
wear a man’s garment and sit among the men. Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov says: From where is it derived that a woman may not go 
out with weapons" to war? The verse states: “A woman shall not 
wear that which pertains to a man, and a man shall not put ona 
woman’s garment,” which indicates that a man may not adorn 
himself with the cosmetics and ornaments of a woman, and simi- 
larly a woman may not go out with weapons to war, as those are for 
the use of males. Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling follows this opinion. 


§ Rav Nahman said: For a nazirite, it is permitted" to shave armpit 
hair. The Gemara comments: And the halakha is not in accordance 
with his opinion. The Gemara reports that the Sages said to Rabbi 
Shimon bar Abba: We have observed that Rabbi Yohanan’ does 
not have armpit hairs, despite his own ruling that it is prohibited to 
shave them. He said to them: They fell out due to old age.’ 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yohanan — jamt 31: This is Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha, one 
of the greatest amora’im, whose statements are fundamental to 
both the Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds. He resided in Tiberias 
and lived to an advanced age. Rabbi Yohanan was orphaned when 
e was young and spent virtually all of his resources to enable 
imself to study Torah. Although his family apparently owned 
considerable property, he eventually became impoverished. In 
his youth, he had the privilege of studying under Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna, but most of his Torah study was 
accomplished under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s students: Hizkiyya ben 
Hiyya, Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yannai, all of whom 
avished praise upon him. In time, Rabbi Yohanan became head 
of the yeshiva in Tiberias, at which point his fame and influence 
greatly increased. 

For a long time Rabbi Yohanan was the leading rabbinic Sage 
in the entire Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael but in Babylonia 
as well, where he was respected by the Babylonian Sages. Many of 
these scholars immigrated to Eretz Yisrael to become his students. 
A master of halakha and aggada, Rabbi Yohanan's statements in 
both disciplines are found throughout the Babylonian Talmud 


and the Jerusalem Talmud. As a testament to his intellectual and 
spiritual stature, the halakha is in accordance with his opinion 
in almost all cases, even when Rav or Shmuel, the preeminent 
amora'im of Babylonia, disagree with him. Only in disputes with his 
teachers in Eretz Yisrael, e.g., Rabbi Yannai and Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi, is the halakha not in accordance with his opinion. 

Rabbi Yohanan was renowned for his handsome appearance. 
Sadly, his life was full of suffering, as ten of his sons died in his 
lifetime. There is a geonic tradition that one of his sons was the 
Babylonian amora Rabbi Mattana, who did not predecease him. 
The death of Rabbi Yohanan’s disciple-colleague and brother- 
in-law, Reish Lakish, a tragedy for which he considered himself 
responsible, hastened his own demise. 

Rabbi Yohanan had many students. In fact, virtually all of the 
amora‘im of Eretz Yisrael in succeeding generations were his 
students and benefited from his wisdom, to the extent that he 
is considered the author of the Jerusalem Talmud. His greatest 
students were his brother-in-law Reish Lakish, Rabbi Elazar, Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba, Rabbi Abbahu, Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, Rabbi 
Ami, and Rabbi Asi. 
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The Gemara relates: There was a certain person who committed a 
transgression and was found liable to receive lashes before Rabbi 
Ami. When they removed his clothes to flog him, his armpit was 
exposed, and Rabbi Ami saw that he had not shaved his armpit 
hair. Rabbi Ami said to his attendants: Leave him; this is one 
of those who are meticulous in observance of mitzvot." We can 
see this is so, as he is particular about prohibitions that ordinary 
people do not observe. 


Rav raised a dilemma before Rabbi Hiyya: What is the halakha 
with regard to shaving armpit hair? He said to him: It is prohibited. 
Rav said to him: But it grows" and is uncomfortable. Rabbi Hiyya 
said to him: Son of nobles [bar pahtei],' this hair has a limited 
time.” Whenever a hair grows too long it falls out, and therefore 
there is no concern that one’s armpit hair will become too long. 


Rav raised another dilemma before Rabbi Hiyya: What is the 
halakha with regard to rubbing" armpit hair and thereby removing 
it manually? Rabbi Hiyya said to him: It is prohibited. Rav con- 
tinued to ask: What is the halakha with regard to rubbing armpit 
hair indirectly with one’s garment? Rabbi Hiyya said to him: It is 
permitted. Some say that this was not Rav’s question; rather, he 
raised the following dilemma before him: What is the halakha 
with regard to rubbing the armpit with one’s garment during 
prayer?" Rabbi Hiyya said to him: It is prohibited. The Gemara 
comments: And the halakha is not in accordance with his opinion 
in this case. 


HALAKHA 


This is one of those who are meticulous in observance of 
mitzvot — X17 N20 fa pI: Those meticulous in their obser- 
vance of mitzvot should refrain from grooming themselves in 
the manner of women, e.g., they may not shave their armpits, 
even in a place where the custom is for men to do so (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 182:1, in the comment of Rema; and 156:2, in 
the comment of Rema). 


But it grows — bay xp Xm: Although men are prohibited to 
shave their armpit and pubic hair, one may do so for medi- 
cal purposes or if it is causing him discomfort, as indicated 
by Rabbi Hiyya’s response to Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
182:4). 


What is the halakha with regard to rubbing - sinh ma: It is 
prohibited to rub one's armpit or pubic hair manually for the 
purposes of removal. However, it is permitted to do so by means 
of a garment, as stated by Rabbi Hiyya to Rav. The Taz and Shakh 


discuss whether this is permitted only with regard to armpit hair, 


or if it is permitted with regard to pubic hair as well (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 182:3). 


With one’s garment during prayer - 17324 mbena: One may 


not touch an unclean, sweaty part of his body during prayers, 


nor may he rub his head. However, it is permitted to clean 
something off one's body, including the nose or ears, or to rub 
one’s skin with a garment (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 92:7). 


NOTES 


But it grows — baa XP Nii: Some commentaries explain this 
comment as follows: Since this hair grows all the time, it will 
eventually become uncomfortable; shortening it now will 
prevent future pain, rather than promote beautification. Rabbi 
Hiyya replied that this hair will never grow long enough for it to 
cause discomfort, and one who removes it is acting to improve 
his appearance (Tosafot). 


Son of nobles [bar pahtei] - nma 33: The term bar pahtei is 
usually translated as: Son of nobles, or: Son of the leaders, with 
pahtei used in the sense of peha, meaning governor or pasha. 
Some commentaries claim that in this context it might be a 
specific reference to Rav’s father, who was the older brother 


LANGUAGE 


With one's garment during prayer - 17323 abana: Direct 
contact with one’s armpit is certainly prohibited during prayer, 
as the armpit is considered unclean. The question is whether it 
is permitted to touch this spot by means of one’s garment, or 
whether even that is inappropriate during prayer. 


of Rabbi Hiyya and a deputy to a major figure in the Parthian 
government. Some geonim used the form bar pa‘atei due to its 
similarity to: “Pa‘atei Moav” (Numbers 24:17), which means: The 
great ones of Moab (Rav Tzemah Gaon). Some suggest that the 
name signifies an extensive knowledge of halakha (Arukh). 


BACKGROUND 
Has a limited time - 4 wy mr: Unlike hair on the head, bodily 
hair usually has a fixed length beyond which it does not 
grow. The thickness of the hair and its precise length are 
determined by genetics and general health. 
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HALAKHA 


If one of them dies, etc. — 3) #72 Tm ma: In the 
case of two nazirites, where it is unknown which of 
them is impure, and one of them died before they 
could bring their offerings, the remaining nazirite 
brings a bird for a sin-offering and an animal for 
a burnt-offering, and says as follows: If | was the 
impure one, the sin-offering is for my obligation 
and the burnt-offering is a gift offering; and if | was 
pure, the burnt-offering is for my obligation and 
the sin-offering is brought due to uncertainty. He 
proceeds to observe another term of naziriteship 
at the end of which he brings an offering of purity 
and says: If | was the impure one, the burnt-offering 
| brought on the first occasion was a gift offering, 
and this burnt-offering is for my obligation; and if 
| was the pure one, the first burnt-offering was for 
my obligation and the one | am bringing now is a 
gift offering, and | am also sacrificing the rest of my 
offerings to fulfill my obligation. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of ben Zoma (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:15). 
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MI SHN A The previous mishna described how two 


nazirites sacrifice offerings of impurity and 

purity, in a situation in which one of them has become impure but 
they do not know which one. This mishna discusses what must be 

done if one of them dies" before bringing his offerings. Rabbi 

Yehoshua said: The surviving nazirite asks someone in the market- 
place, a non-nazirite, to vow to be a nazirite corresponding to him, 
ie., under the same conditions as his own naziriteship, so that he 

can bring offerings together with him. 


And he says to him as follows: If I was impure, you are hereby a 
nazirite immediately; and if I was pure, you are hereby a nazirite 
after thirty days. And they both proceed to count thirty days 
and bring an offering of impurity and an offering of purity. And 
the nazirite who was defined as having uncertain impurity says: If 
I am the impure one, the offering of impurity is mine and the 
offering of purity is yours; and if I am the pure one, the offering 
of purity is mine and the offering of impurity we brought shall be 
of uncertain status. 


And they subsequently count another thirty days and bring an 
offering of purity, and the first nazirite says: If I was the impure 
one, the offering of impurity that we sacrificed at the end of the 
first thirty days was mine, and the offering of purity we brought 
then was yours; and this offering I am bringing now is my offering 
of purity. And if I was the pure one, and the deceased nazirite was 
impure, the offering of purity we brought thirty days ago was mine, 
and the offering of impurity we brought earlier was of uncertain 
status, and this is your offering of purity. 


Ben Zoma said to Rabbi Yehoshua: And who will listen to him to 
vow to be a nazirite corresponding to him? How can one design 
a halakha on the assumption that a non-nazirite will agree to be a 
nazirite for a lengthy term? Rather, a different procedure is avail- 
able: After thirty days of naziriteship he brings a bird sin- offering" 
and an animal burnt-offering, and says: If I was impure, the 
sin-offering is for my obligation as an impure nazirite, and 
the burnt-offering is a regular gift offering. And if I was pure, the 
burnt-offering is for my obligation as a pure nazirite, and the 
sin- offering is of uncertain status. 


And he counts another thirty days, and brings an offering of 
purity, and says: If I was impure, the first burnt-offering I brought 
should be considered a gift offering, and this one I am bringing 
nowis for my obligation. And if I was pure, the first burnt-offering 
I brought is for my obligation as a pure nazirite, and this one I 
am bringing now is a gift offering. And these, i.e., the sin-offering 
and peace-offering I am sacrificing now, comprises the rest of my 
offerings that I was obligated to bring earlier. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: According to your opinion, it turns out 
that this nazirite brings his offerings in halves, i.e., in stages. If he 
was pure, he brings his burnt-offering thirty days before the rest of 
his offerings. However, the Rabbis agreed with ben Zoma, and 
disregarded the concern about splitting up the offerings. 


He brings a bird sin-offering — ipa nxwn wa: A bird sin-offering 
can be brought out in a case of uncertainty, and it is not consid- 
ered a non-sacred animal in the Temple courtyard, despite the 
fact that it cannot be eaten (Commentary on Nazir). He does not 
bring a guilt-offering, as this offering is not indispensable to his 
purification, and it cannot be sacrificed as a gift offering or in a 
case of uncertainty. Since an impure nazirite is obligated to bring 
a bird for a burnt-offering in addition to the sin-offering, some 


NOTES 


commentaries maintain that this nazirite brings his burnt-offering 
as well, by stipulating that if he is not obligated in this offering it 
should be considered a gift. The mishna did not find it necessary to 
mention this offering, as it is well known that a burnt-offering can 
be voluntary (Josafot; Rabbeinu Peretz). Others claim that he may 
bring a bird burnt-offering if he wishes, but refraining from bringing 
this offering does not preclude his purification (see Commentary 
on Nazir and Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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G E M ARA The mishna taught that Rabbi Yehoshua 


countered ben Zoma’s opinion by pointing 
out that his solution would cause the nazirite to bring his offerings 
in stages. The Gemara asks: What is wrong with that? And let him 
bring the offerings in stages. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
Rabbi Yehoshua said this comment only to sharpen the minds" 
of the students. He did not really maintain that it is prohibited to 
act in this manner; rather, he wanted to test his disciples to see if 
they were aware of the halakha. 


Rav Nahman said, in a light-hearted vein: What will Rabbi 
Yehoshua do with the intestines of his animals so that they will 
not spoil? If he insists that the offerings of purity must all be 
brought at the same time, the only way to do so is to wait thirty days 
after slaughtering the burnt-offering before burning its intestines, 
which is certainly impractical. 


MIRAA eoma nae 


day of his naziriteship, was impure from a 
corpse as a matter of uncertainty and was also a confirmed leper 
as a matter of uncertainty, i.e., it was uncertain whether or not he 
had leprosy, how can he fulfill the shaving obligations of a pure 
nazirite and an impure leper? The problem facing this nazirite is 
that a leper must shave both when he begins his purification process 
and at the close of it, one week later. However, a nazirite is prohib- 
ited from shaving. Additionally, a leper may not partake of sacrificial 
food, but a nazirite may. Therefore, he may partake of sacrificial 
food sixty days after he may have become impure, when the uncer- 
tainty with regard to leprosy will have been clarified. He shaves for 
the first time for his leprosy after thirty days, and for the second 
time thirty days later, the shaving of the end of the purification 
process; at which point he brings the offerings of a purified leper 
and may partake of sacrificial food. 


But he may drink wine and become impure from the dead, 
effectively ending his naziriteship, only after 120 days. This is 
because he might have been a full-fledged leper, which means that 
his shavings count toward his leprosy, not his naziriteship. Conse- 
quently, after the first sixty days he must observe another thirty 
days of naziriteship and shave again. Even then he has yet to fulfill 
all his obligations, as he might have been impure from a corpse, 
which means his shaving after ninety days was for his impurity. He 
must therefore remain a nazirite for another thirty days, before 
shaving one final time at the end of 120 days to fulfill his naziriteship 
obligation. 


The mishna notes: The reason that he cannot shave for his leprosy 
after seven days and perform the second shaving of a leper seven 
days later is because the shaving of leprosy overrides the prohibi- 
tion of the shaving of a nazirite" only when his status as a leper is 
definite. However, when his status as a leper is uncertain, the 
shaving does not override" his naziriteship, and therefore he must 
wait thirty days before each of his shavings for leprosy. 


HALAKHA 


To sharpen the minds - 7a san}: It is proper for a teacher to all his hair, as the positive mitzva of a leper’s shaving overrides 
mislead his students occasionally through speech or actionto the prohibition of a nazirite shaving (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
test if they recall their studies (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot — Hilkhot Nezirut 7:15). 


Talmud Torah 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 246:12). 


When his status as a leper is uncertain, the shaving does 


Because the shaving of leprosy overrides the shaving of a not override — AMi7 iy PSD ximo pata: The shaving of an 
nazirite, etc. — 131 m37 nian TTT yaa nnobanw: Aleprous uncertain leper does not override the prohibition against a 
nazirite who was healed during his naziriteship must shave off — nazirite shaving (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:1). 
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Perek VIII 
Daf6o Amuda 


NOTES 

Birds and a bird sin-offering, etc. — 13) }ipat NXBM Diay: He 
brings the birds in case he is a confirmed leper who requires 
two birds as part of his purification ritual. The bird of a sin- 
offering is for the possibility that he is an impure nazirite, while 
the animal burnt-offering is in case he is neither a leper nor 
impure, which means he must bring one of the offerings of 
a pure nazirite to enable him to shave his hair (Commentary 
on Nazir). He is not obligated to bring a bird burnt-offering for 
his naziriteship of impurity, as this offering is not indispens- 
able to his ritual, and therefore it is not sacrificed in a case of 
uncertainty. For the same reason he does not bring the peace- 
offering of a pure nazirite, as it is not certain that he is pure, and 
therefore he can shave after sacrificing the burnt-offering alone. 
Consequently, he is not obligated to bring a peace-offering out 
of uncertainty (Tosafot). 
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GE M ARA The Sage taught: In what case is this 

statement of the mishna said? With 
regard to a short naziriteship of thirty days. However, with 
regard to a naziriteship of a year," he partakes of sacrificial 
food only after two years. He cannot shave until a year has 
passed, in case he is not a leper; he may shave the second time 
only a year later, in case he was impure during the first year and 
this second year was his naziriteship observed in purity. At this 
stage he may partake of sacrificial meat, for if he was a full-fledged 
leper he has shaved twice. 


Yet if the first two shavings were for his leprosy, he has not shaved 
for his naziriteship at all, and therefore he must observe a third 
year of naziriteship and shave. He then must observe another year 
of naziriteship and shave again, as perhaps his third shaving was 
for impurity and the fourth will be for his naziriteship in purity. 
And consequently he may drink wine and become impure from 
the dead only after four years. 


And it is taught with regard to the halakha of the mishna (Tosefta 
6:1): And he shaves with four separate acts of shaving," each 
time for its own reason. How so? For his first shaving, after the 
thirty days of an unspecified naziriteship or at the end of the 
period he vowed to observe naziriteship, he brings two birds" of 
a leper: One is slaughtered over spring water and the other is sent 
away (Leviticus 14:4-7). 


And he also brings a bird sin-offering" for his shaving of impure 
naziriteship, as he may have contracted impurity from a corpse, 
and an animal burnt- offering for his shaving of purity, as he may 
not have contracted impurity from a corpse. For his second 
shaving he brings a bird sin-offering and an animal burnt- 
offering. For his third shaving he again brings a bird sin-offering 
and an animal burnt-offering. And for the fourth shaving he 
brings an offering of purity. 


However, with regard to a naziriteship of a year, etc. — bax 
^ad Taw Na ma: Ifa person who vowed a yearlong term of 
naziriteship may have contracted both leprosy and impurity 
from a corpse at the beginning of his term of naziriteship; or 
if he may have contracted leprosy at the start of his term and 
contracted impurity from a corpse at the end of the year, his 
halakha is as follows: He counts seven days and is sprinkled 
with the waters of purification on the third and seventh days. 
He does not shave on the seventh day. He may not drink wine or 
become impure to bury a corpse until four years have elapsed, 
although he may partake of offerings after two years. The 
Ra‘avad holds that in certain cases he does not have to wait the 
full four years, but only three years and a little more (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:1, and Kesef Mishne there). 


He shaves with four acts of shaving, etc. - ninan PEI nban 
^3): If a person who vowed a yearlong term of naziriteship 
may have contracted both leprosy and impurity from a corpse, 
he shaves for the first time after a year, on which occasion he 
removes all his hair, as is required of a leper, and performs the 
purification ritual of a regular leper, involving cedar wood and 
the two birds. If it turned out that he was neither impure nor a 
leper, this shaving will mark the end of his pure naziriteship, but 
if he was a leper it counts as the first shaving of his purification 
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HALAKHA 


from leprosy. He proceeds to wait another year before shaving 
for his leprosy for the second time. He cannot shave after the 
first seven days in case he was not a leper but was impure, and 
he is therefore prohibited to shave throughout the second year 
due to his naziriteship. After these two acts of shaving he is 
certainly purified from his leprosy, and therefore he may partake 
of offerings. He subsequently observes naziriteship for another 
year, at which point he shaves for the third time in case he was 
a leper in the first year, which would mean that he did not fulfill 
his naziriteship in the first or second year, as he had not yet been 
purified from his leprosy. Consequently, this third shaving is for 
his naziriteship of purity. However, it remains possible that he 
was impure from a corpse as well as a leper in the first year, and 
his first two shavings were for his purification from leprosy. That 
means that the third shaving is for his naziriteship of impurity, 
and he must therefore remain a nazirite for another year. Only 
after he shaves at the conclusion of this period may he drink 
wine (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:2). 


For his first shaving he brings birds, etc. - w29 TWN aan 
naia: How does this uncertain nazirite bring his offerings? 
If he was wealthy he must legally transfer ownership of his 
property to someone else so that he can bring the offering of 
a poor leper. He then brings a bird sin-offering and an animal 


burnt-offering for his first three shavings. He sacrifices the three 
animals that constitute the conclusion of his naziriteship of 
purity at his fourth shaving. With regard to the three bird sin- 
offerings that he brings for his first three shavings, the first is for 
his uncertain impurity, the second is for his uncertain leprosy, 
and the third is in case he was a definite leper and must also 
bring an offering for his impurity. These sin-offerings brought 
due to uncertainty are not eaten. As for the burnt-offerings, 
he stipulates at each of the first three shavings that if he is 
obligated to bring them they are for his naziriteship of purity, 
and if not they should be considered gift offerings. When he 
brings the offerings of purity, at the fourth shaving, he stipulates 
with regard to the burnt-offering that if he is obliged to bring 
this offering then it is for his obligation, but if not, it should be 
a gift offering. His condition is as follows: If | was impure, the 
first burnt-offering is voluntary and this is for my obligation. If | 
was a full-fledged leper, the first burnt-offering is for my leprosy, 
this is for my naziriteship obligation, and the two middle ones 
are gift offerings. Finally, if | was pure and a leper, one of the first 
two burnt-offerings is for my obligations as a leper, the other 
is for my naziriteship, while the third and fourth are voluntary. 
See Ra'avad for a different explanation of the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:4-8, and Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara analyzes the details and reasons for this halakha: You 
said in this baraita that for the first shaving he brings the two birds 
ofa leper, as well as a bird sin-offering and an animal burnt-offering. 
The Gemara explains: In this manner he brings the proper offerings 
whichever way you look at it. As, if his status as a leper is definite 
and he is not impure, the birds he brings are for his obligation to 
purify himself from leprosy. And as the bird sin- offering in case he 
was impure was brought due to uncertainty, it goes for burial, like 
all bird sin-offerings sacrificed in a case of uncertainty, which cannot 
be eaten. And the bird burnt-offering that he brought in case he 
was an impure nazirite is a gift offering. 


The Gemara further explains: But it is not possible to shave him 
right after seven days, as one usually does when purified from 
leprosy, as perhaps he is not a confirmed leper and has no obliga- 
tion to shave but is bound by the naziriteship vow, and the Merciful 
One says: “No razor shall come upon his head; until the days are 
fulfilled in which he consecrated himself to the Lord” (Numbers 
6:5). This verse teaches that he cannot shave until the end of his 
naziriteship. Therefore, he shaves only after thirty days. 


The Gemara continues to clarify the various uncertainties concern- 
ing the first shaving. And if he is not a definite leper but he is 
impure from a corpse, the bird sin- offering is for his obligation as 
an impure nazirite, and there is no problem with the unnecessary 
rituals of a leper’s birds, as they are performed outside the Temple, 
and are not subject to the prohibition against bringing non-sacred 
animals into the Temple courtyard. Therefore, the slaughter of one 
of the birds outside the Temple is not a transgression. And the 
animal burnt-offering is considered a gift offering. 


And if he is neither a leper nor impure he has also acted correctly, 
as the birds are performed outside the Temple, which means no 
transgression is committed, while the bird sin-offering of uncertain 
necessity goes to burial, and the animal burnt-offering is for his 
obligation, like any nazirite who completes his naziriteship. The 
Gemara asks: But isn’t a leper required to bring a guilt-offering" 
to complete his atonement and permit him to partake of sacrificial 
food? The Gemara answers: This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said that one may bring a guilt- 
offering and stipulate as follows: If I am obligated to bring this 
offering then it is for my obligation; and ifnot, it shall be a voluntary 
peace-offering. 


For the second and third shavings he does not need to bring birds 
again, as he has already performed this ritual. What is the potential 
concern? That perhaps he was previously a confirmed leper of 
definite status. For this reason, one of the bird sin-offerings he 
brings at the second shaving is for the days of his counting when 
his status was uncertain. After the first purification of a confirmed 
leper he counts seven days, or thirty days in this case due to the 
uncertainty, and brings a sin-offering. 


And the one sin-offering he brings at his third shaving is for his 
uncertain impurity. If he was a leper, the offerings he brought on 
the previous occasion were for purification of his leprosy, not his 
naziriteship. This means that, if he was impure, he is still required 
to bring a sin-offering for his impurity as a nazirite. Furthermore, 
the animal burnt-offerings he brings for his second and third shav- 
ings are for his naziriteship of purity. For his fourth shaving he 
brings an offering of purity and stipulates as follows: 


But isn’t he required to bring a guilt-offering, etc. - ya xm 
^D) Dwy: The guilt-offering and burnt-offering are not indis- 
pensable for the shaving of impurity or for the purification of a 
leper. The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 


HALAKHA 


Rather, the halakha follows the opinion of the Rabbis, who permit 
one to shorten the time before the invalidation of an offering, as 
stated in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 10:8). 


Shimon that one may stipulate that it is a voluntary offering. 
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NOTES 


Whose status as a confirmed leper was uncertain and 
who was definitely impure — 'XT KAY) PD vyn: In this 
case, the nazirite counts seven days for his purification from 
he dead, shaves, and then observes another thirty days of 
naziriteship in purity. At the end of these thirty-seven days, 
any possibility of the impurity of a confirmed leper has 
been eliminated, and therefore he may partake of sacrificial 
ood. However, if he was a leper he has yet to shave for his 
naziriteship, because the first shaving was for his confirmed 
eprosy and the second for the leper’s days of counting. He 
is therefore required to wait a further seven days so that his 
hair can grow, at the end of which he shaves in accordance 
with the halakha of an impure nazirite, before commencing 
his naziriteship of purity. This makes a total of seventy-four 
days (Commentary on Nazir). 
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And if he was a definite nazirite from the start and was neither 
impure from a corpse nor a leper, the first burnt-offering he 
brought after his initial shaving was for his obligation of pure 
naziriteship, and this one he is bringing now is a gift offering. And 
if he was impure from a corpse and a confirmed leper, the first 
burnt-offering he brought was a gift offering and this one he is 
bringing now is for his obligation. And these, the guilt-offering 
and peace-offering he is currently bringing, are for the rest of 
his obligatory offerings. This concludes the Gemara’s analysis of 
the case of the baraita. 


§ The Gemara addresses similar situations: A nazirite about whom 
it was uncertain if he was impure from a corpse, and he was a 
confirmed leper whose status was definite," partakes of sacrificial 
food after eight days. He counts seven days, after which he is 
purified from his leprosy. On the following day he brings his 
offerings and may partake of sacrificial food. And he may drink wine 
and become impure from the dead after sixty-seven days. He is 
required to count another thirty days for his naziriteship and shave, 
at which point he must observe another thirty days, in case his first 
shaving was for his impurity, and his second shaving is for his purity. 


The Gemara discusses another case: A nazirite whose status as a 
confirmed leper was uncertain and who was definitely impure™ 
from a corpse partakes of sacrificial food after thirty-seven days. 
He shaves after seven days for his definite impurity and starts count- 
ing thirty days of naziriteship afresh. At the conclusion of this period 
he shaves again, which renders him pure from any uncertain leprosy, 
and may partake of sacrificial food. However, he may drink wine 
and become impure from the dead only after seventy-four days. 
Since he might have been a confirmed leper, his first two shavings, 
after seven and thirty-seven days, count only toward the two stages 
of his purification from leprosy, for his first shaving and after the days 
of his counting. He must therefore observe a further thirty days for 
his naziriteship of purity. 


The Gemara mentions yet another case: A nazirite who was defi- 
nitely impure from a corpse and he was a confirmed leper whose 
status was definite" partakes of sacrificial food after eight days. He 
immediately shaves his first shaving for his leprosy, then counts 
seven days and shaves again for his leprosy and partakes of sacrificial 
food on the following day. And he may drink wine and become 
impure from the dead after forty-four days. He counts a further 
seven days of hair growth for his shaving of impurity, shaves, and 
finally observes thirty more days for his naziriteship of purity. 


HALAKHA 


Uncertain if he was impure from a corpse and he was a con- 
firmed leper whose status was definite - vom pod knw 
INT: If a nazirite became a confirmed leper and may have 
contracted impurity from a corpse, after his purification for his 
leprosy he is sprinkled with the waters of purification on the 
third and seventh days, starts counting naziriteship again since 
the uncertain impurity causes him to forfeit his earlier days of 
naziriteship, and then brings the offering for his naziriteship of 
purity. At this stage he is permitted to drink wine. Once he has 
brought the offerings for a leper's purification ritual, he is permit- 
ted to eat sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
10:10, and see Radbaz and Lehem Mishne there). 


Whose status as a confirmed leper was uncertain and who 
was definitely impure — 'XT X20) PSD vyn: With regard 
to a nazirite who was definitely impure from a corpse and 
whose status as a confirmed leper is uncertain, he observes 
a full naziriteship term when he is healed from his uncertain 
leprosy. He performs the first shaving of a leper, counts the 


seven days between a leper’s two shavings, shaves, and brings 
his offerings. He may now partake of sacrificial food. Next he 
is sprinkled with the waters of purification on the third and 
seventh days to purify himself from his possible impurity from 
the dead, shaves after seven days for his impurity, and proceeds 
to complete his naziriteship of purity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 10:11). 


Definitely impure from a corpse and confirmed leper whose 
status was definite - x71 vom INTIND: A nazirite who was 
definitely impure from a corpse and is also a confirmed leper 
becomes ritually pure as follows: He performs the first shaving 
of a leper once he is healed, is sprinkled with the waters of 
purification on the third and seventh days, shaves for his leprosy 
for the second time, and sacrifices his offerings on the eighth 
day. At that point he may partake of sacrificial food. He then 
counts seven days and shaves for his impurity, before finally 
completing his naziriteship in purity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 10:12). 


12 jyaw oar me wpabn yw 
nyw ama priv sity yy om 
axa] x3 6 ynny nnban 

ban ys 1th 12s 


at tx qd vax atid 1b san 
m yay m bab m bab 
MOIY DİK DAN TD - vaya 

bab - yin, vay- m 


ay sorb nah ib atom K 
m bx: D vax ia nr b 
npn pb Tm OT NPN raph 
xx DAN DDN TD? - OT 
a) VDT NPT rab yrisn 

DYN 


Amoi tava nb noya xd) 
ANKAW) inva mb 5 zhyn 
D ng'a nob m by 7 ay 
DAK 79 - o Nga 3 m 
nga an xoy Kby „Dni 

ip nya byy on 


Tya xbw mar ma 15 sa 
b mbum indy ip my b 
bad mI- inxnw) win mb 

IKIT bab m) 


- YSA KIM IITU P 777 are 
KAY MDN) vav monum 
manya gh M-YPSAKT 

Dp mea any) 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


§ The students of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai asked Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai:’ With regard to one who was a pure nazirite and a 
leper,’ what is the halakha concerning the possibility that he may 
shave one shaving and it will count for him" both for this and for 
that? In other words, can it serve for his shaving of leprosy as well 
as for his naziriteship? He said to them: He may not shave once for 
both requirements. 


They said to him: Why not? He said to them: If the aim of both 
shavings were the same, this one to grow hair and that one to grow 
hair, or this one to remove hair and that one to remove hair, you 
would have spoken well. Now in actual fact the two shavings have 
different functions: A nazirite shaves to remove his hair, and a leper 
shaves to grow hair, so that he can shave again after the days of his 
counting. 


His students posed another question: But even if his shaving of 
naziriteship does not count for him as the shaving of the comple- 
tion of his days of confirmed leprosy, let it at least count for him 
as the shaving at the end of the days of his counting, which is not 
followed by another act of shaving, and therefore is performed only 
for the purpose of removing his hair. And Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai 
said to them: If this one were performed before the sprinkling of 
blood and that one before the sprinkling of blood, you would 
have spoken well. However, a leper shaves before the sprinkling 
of his offering’s blood, and a nazirite does so after the sprinkling 
of the blood. Therefore, the two shavings are not equivalent. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai’s students asked him yet another question: 
And granted that his shaving does not count for his days of leprosy 
and his naziriteship, let it at least count for his days of leprosy and 

his shaving of naziriteship of impurity, both of which are performed 

before the sprinkling of the blood. He said to them: If this one 

shaved before his immersion in water, and that one before immer- 
sion in water, you would have spoken well. However, an impure 

nazirite shaves after immersion in water, whereas a leper shaves 

before immersion in water. 


They said to Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: You have spoken well," and 
convinced us that one shaving should not count for the days of his 
counting and for his naziriteship. But why not say that it should 
at least count for his days of confirmed leprosy and his naziriteship 
of impurity, as the purpose of this shaving is to grow hair and the 
purpose of that one is to grow hair. 


He said to them: Here too the acts of shaving for naziriteship and 
leprosy are not exactly the same: Ifhe is a pure nazirite and he is 
also a leper, the difference is that the aim of this one, the shaving of 
a leper, is to grow hair, and the aim of that one, the shaving of the 
pure nazirite, is to remove his hair. And ifhe is an impure nazirite 
and he is also a leper, the difference is that this shaving, of a leper, 
occurs before immersion in water, and that one, the shaving of an 
impure nazirite, is performed after immersion in water. 


PERSONALITIES 
people but he harbored profound enmity toward the Romans. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai — »M¥ 42 piyan +27: Rabbi Shimon ben, 
or bar, Yohai, was among the greatest tanna‘im of the genera- 
tion prior to the redaction of the Mishna. Rabbi Shimon was the 
preeminent student of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Shimon’s greatness 
was manifest in his mastery of both halakha and aggada, and 
his statements can be found on all topics in every tractate of 
the Talmud. Although halakha is not always ruled in accordance 
with Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai’s opinion, especially in disputes 
with Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda, with regard to several core 
issues, the halakha is in accordance with his opinion. Rabbi 
Shimon had his own unique method of deriving halakha from 
the Torah: He factored in the rationale of the verse and inferred 
halakhic conclusions from the Bible based on the spirit and 
purpose of the halakha. 

Rabbi Shimon traveled to Rome as an emissary of the Jewish 


Because he made no attempt to conceal his feelings, he was 
sentenced to death in absentia by the Romans and forced into 
hiding for many years. He was an ascetic by nature who was 
very exacting, and was famous in his generation for his righ- 
teousness and his performance of miracles. There are many 
anecdotes related in the Talmud about miraculous acts that 
he performed. 

The Sifrei, a collection of halakhic derivations from the books 
of Numbers and Deuteronomy, was developed in his study 
hall. He is also the primary figure in the fundamental book of 
kabbala, the Zohar. His greatest students were Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi; Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda; and his son, Rabbi Elazar 
ben Rabbi Shimon, who was also among the most prominent 
tanna‘im. 


NOTES 

A pure nazirite and a leper, etc. — ^31 Y7% Vid m): Later 
authorities write that this cannot be referring to one who 
contracted leprosy during his term as a nazirite, as those 
days do not count toward his naziriteship, and therefore 
there is no situation in which he is obligated to perform 
both shavings. Rather, this refers to one who has finished his 
naziriteship but has yet to bring his offerings. With regard 
to this case, the students asked why four acts of shaving 
are necessary when two can serve for both leprosy and 
naziriteship (Meromei Sadeh; Keren Ora). 


They said to him, you have spoken well, etc. — 79 b yas 
"131: Some early commentaries claim that this entire passage, 
until the end of the amud, should be omitted, as it merely 
repeats the previous arguments without adding anything. 
Some commentaries suggest that it should be read as a 
different version of the discussion between Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai and his students (Tosafot; see also the Josefta). 


HALAKHA 


What is the halakha that he may shave one shaving and 
it will count for him - © abi any anan nbww a: One 
may not count a single shaving toward his obligations of 
both leprosy and naziriteship, as explained by Rabbi Shimon 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:1). 
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NOTES 


Due to the mitzva, etc. — 1D) my2 Dwr: The commentaries 
explain that this question does not arise in the case of the 
four shavings of the nazirite discussed in the mishna, as 
each of those might be his shaving of purity, which must be 
performed with a razor (see 40a). The difficulty concerns the 
four shavings of a nazirite who may be a leper and impure 
from a corpse and similar cases, when one of the shavings 
is certainly for his impurity (Tosafot). The question could 
have been posed with regard to the shaving of impurity in 
general, but it happened to have been asked in the course 
of the discussion of this particular case. 
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Rabbi Hiyya teaches the same halakha: The shaving of a leper does 
not count for the shaving of naziriteship, as this one, a leper, shaves 
before immersion in water, and that one, an impure nazirite, shaves 
after immersion water. This one, the leper, shaves before the blood 
is sprinkled, and that one, the pure nazirite, shaves after the blood 
is sprinkled. 


§ The mishna taught that the shaving of leprosy overrides the 
shaving of a nazirite only when he is a confirmed leper. Rami bar 
Hama raises a dilemma: Those four shavings about which the 
tanna spoke, the four that a nazirite performs for his leprosy and 
impurity, are they all due to the mitzva" of shaving, or are some of 
them not performed for the sake of a mitzva, but for the sake of 
removing hair that grew in impurity, so that other hair can grow? 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference whether he shaves for one 
reason or another? The Gemara explains: It is relevant with regard 
to removing hair with a depilatory. If you say that the reason is due 
to a mitzva, removing with a depilatory is not an option, as the 
mitzva is specifically to shave. But if you say the reason is due to the 
removal of hair of impurity, even if he rubs it with a depilatory 
that is also effective. 


What then is the halakha? Rava said: Come and hear a resolution 
from a baraita ( Tosefta 6:1): And he shaves with four acts of shaving. 
Now if it should enter your mind that the reason is for the sake of 
removing hair of impurity, even three shavings should be enough 
for him, two for his leprosy, and the last one for his naziriteship of 
purity. Since the third shaving is performed only to remove his hair 
of impurity so that he can start his pure naziriteship afresh, why is 
it included? Conclude from the baraita that all four shavings are 
due to the mitzva of shaving. The Gemara says: Conclude from the 
baraita that this is the case. 
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To resolve the predicament of a nazirite who might have become impure, the indi- 
vidual in question is required to observe two full naziriteship terms. At the end of the 

first period he brings the offerings ofa nazirite who has become impure, while adding 
the stipulation that if he was in fact not impure the offerings should be considered 

those of a pure nazirite or as gift offerings. He then begins a conditional naziriteship 

term in purity: If he was impure, the new period is obligatory, whereas if he was not 
impure it is an additional voluntary term. With regard to an uncertainty that involves 

two nazirites, at the end of the first term they bring offerings ofimpurity and offerings 

of purity and stipulate that the offerings for impurity should satisfy the obligation of 
the individual who was impure, while the other should be for the pure nazirite. At 

the end of the second term they bring offerings of purity for the one who was impure 

in the first term, while issuing a corresponding stipulation. 


If a nazirite might have become impure from a corpse and might be a leper, he 
observes four periods of naziriteship. This is because one act of shaving does not 
count toward both the obligation of naziriteship and that of a leper. After the first 
term has been completed, he performs the first shaving of a leper; after the second, 
he undergoes the second shaving for his leprosy; following the third term he shaves 
as an impure nazirite; and when the fourth term is over he performs the shaving for 
the completion of naziriteship in purity. 


Since some of the offerings are sacrificed only due to uncertainty, e.g., those of an 
impure nazirite and a leper, this individual does not bring a guilt-offering but only a 
bird sin-offering brought for uncertainty, and other offerings that can be stipulated 
as voluntary. 


The Gemara analyzed the issue of why one cannot satisfy the obligation of a leper 
to shave and the shaving of a nazirite with the same act. The Gemara also discussed 
the tangential issue of the prohibitions against rounding one’s head and shaving 
one’s beard. A more in-depth study concerned the relationship between a positive 
mitzva and a prohibition with regard to the order of preference when two or more 
mitzvot conflict. 


Summary of 
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Speak to the children of Israel and say to them: When 
aman or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow of 
a nazirite, to consecrate himself to the Lord. 


(Numbers 6:2) 


Speak to the children of Israel and say to them: When 
aman shall clearly utter a vow of persons to the Lord, 
according to your valuation. 

(Leviticus 27:2) 


And if any man shall die very suddenly beside him, 
and he defile his consecrated head, then he shall shave 
his head in the day of his cleansing, on the seventh day 
shall he shave it. 

(Numbers 6:9) 


This chapter completes the various topics associated with naziriteship and inciden- 
tally addresses issues of a similar halakhic nature. The first topic concerns individuals 
who are unable to become full-fledged nazirites, e.g., gentiles, who may not adopt 
any measure of naziriteship. It also addresses those who are under another’s author- 
ity and are therefore incapable of adhering to the strictures of this vow, e.g., women, 
Canaanite slaves, and minors. The Gemara seeks textual support for these halakhot 
and contrasts the rulings that apply to these different individuals. 


Another topic addressed is the procedure of a nazirite who contracted ritual impurity 
from a corpse but discovered that fact only after he completed his term of nazirite- 
ship. The halakhot of impurity of a nazirite depend on the degree of one’s awareness 
of the source of impurity, and therefore this chapter considers various uncertainties 
involving different sources of impurity. The Gemara discusses when one must search 
for unknown graves and when one must be concerned for a possible plague of leprosy 
or the discharge of a zav. In addition, the chapter examines halakhot concerning a 
source of impurity that is not fixed in place but is floating. 


Introduction to 
Perek IX 
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MI S H N A Gentiles do not have naziriteship," i.e., the 


halakhot of naziriteship do not apply to 
gentiles. They are not subject to the prohibitions of a nazirite, nor 
does one accept their offerings at the end of naziriteship. However, 
women and Canaanite slaves" do have naziriteship. The mishna 
adds: There is a greater stringency in the case of women than in 
the case of slaves, as a master may force his slave“ to drink wine, 
shave his hair, or become ritually impure from a corpse, despite 
the slave’s vow of naziriteship, but a husband cannot force his 
wife to transgress her naziriteship. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that gentiles do not 


have naziriteship, whereas women and 
slaves can be nazirites. The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived? It is as the Sages taught, that the beginning 
of the passage about naziriteship, which states: “Speak to the 
children of Israel” (Numbers 6:2), serves to emphasize that these 
halakhot apply to Jews, but not to the gentiles. Furthermore, the 
continuation of the verse: “And say to them, when a man or 
woman shall clearly utter a vow,’ serves to include slaves. The 
Gemara asks: Why do I need a verse to include slaves? Haven't 
you said the following principle: Any mitzva that a woman is 
obligated in its performance," a slave is also obligated in its per- 
formance? Since the halakhot of naziriteship apply to a woman, 
they should likewise apply to slaves. 


Rava said: Here it is different, as with regard to vows the verse 
states: “To bind his soul with a bond” (Numbers 30:3), and the 
Sages expounded that this is referring only to one whose soul is 
in his possession, i.e., who is under his own jurisdiction. This 
excludes a slave, whose soul is not in his possession, but who is 
under his master’s control. The verse from Leviticus is necessary, 
lest you say that since a slave's soul is not in his possession, one 
should say that with regard to the halakhot of a nazirite as well, 
he cannot undertake this vow notwithstanding the principle that 
slaves have similar halakhot to women with regard to obligations, 
who can become nazirites. The aforementioned verse teaches us 
that a slave can in fact take a vow of naziriteship. 


The Gemara returns to the earlier exposition of the verse. The 
Master said in the baraita that the verse specifies: “Speak to the 
children of Israel,” but not to the gentiles. The Gemara asks: And 
anywhere that “Israel” is written, are gentiles not included in 
that verse? But there is a counterexample in the verse written with 
regard to the halakhot of valuations,’ as it is written: “Speak to 
the children of Israel” (Leviticus 27:2), and it was taught in a 
baraita: The children of Israel can take a valuation vow" but 
gentiles cannot take a valuation vow. If a gentile declares: I 
undertake to donate the value of so-and-so, his vow does not 
take effect. 


BACKGROUND 


Valuations — p3: The halakhot of valuations are outlined in 


the Torah (Leviticus 27:1-8) and are clarified in tractate Arakhin. 


An erekh, valuation, is a special type of consecration, by which 
a fixed sum is given to the Temple treasury in accordance with 
the age and gender of the subject of the vow, and without 


regard for his importance or actual monetary worth as a slave. 


Valuation applies only to a whole person. Consequently, one 
who says: | am obligated in the valuation of my hand, has not 


said anything of consequence. However, one can vow and 
consecrate the monetary value of a hand or foot in and of itself 
to the Temple treasury, but this is not an aspect of the passage 
in the Torah addressing valuations. Notwithstanding the above 
distinction, if one valuates a part of the body upon which life 
depends, e.g, if he says: | am obligated in the valuation of my 
head, it is as though he valuated the entire individual, as one 
cannot live without a head. 
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HALAKHA 


Gentiles do not have naziriteship - mm ond px oan: The 
halakhot of naziriteship do not apply to gentiles, as the Torah 
begins the passage dealing with these halakhot (Numbers 
6:2) with the phrase: “Speak to the children of Israel” (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:16). 


Women and slaves - 0134) DW: Women and Canaanite 
slaves can become nazirites (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 2:17). 


As he may force his slave, etc. — ^31 172 NY TDID KTW: A 
father or a husband can nullify the naziriteship of a daughter 
or wife, respectively, just as with her other vows. If he failed 
to nullify the naziriteship, he may not force her to transgress 
her vow. However, if upon hearing her vow, he acts in a man- 
ner that indicates his desire to nullify the vow, it serves as 
nullification. By contrast, a master may force his slave who 
has undertaken naziriteship to drink wine and to contract 
impurity imparted by a corpse (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 2:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 234:39). 


Any mitzva that a woman is obligated in its performance — 
7a nn TORTO Ty bs: A Canaanite slave is immersed 
in a ritual bath and is then obligated in those mitzvot that 
a woman must observe. Likewise, he is exempt from those 
mitzvot from which a woman is exempt (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 267:17). 


The children of Israel can take a valuation vow — byw 2 
pawa: Jews can take a valuation vow, but gentiles cannot. 
If a gentile says: | am obligated to give my value, or: | am 
obligated to give the value of so-and-so the Jew, his state- 
ment is of no consequence. However, a gentile’s value may 
be used in a Jew’s valuation vow, i.e., if a Jew declares: | am 
obligated to give the value of so-and-so the gentile, he must 
donate the gentile’s value in accordance with the latter's 
gender and age. 

This issue is the subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Yehuda claims that a gentile can val- 
uate others but he cannot be valuated himself. The Rambam 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, because 
the Gemara states that his opinion is more reasonable. This 
consideration outweighs the principle that the halakha fol- 
lows the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in his disputes with Rabbi 
Meir (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:6). 


NOTES 
Force his slave — 112y mx M43: Even if a slave has taken a vow 
of naziriteship, his master may force him to drink wine, shave, 
or become ritually impure, and thereby to violate the terms 
of his vow. By contrast, if one fails to nullify his wife’s vow at 
the appropriate time, he may not force her to transgress it 
at a later stage. 
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NOTES 

The verse states, when a man - Wx snd nn: Some 
commentaries explain that just as the term “man” serves 
to include gentiles with regard to one aspect of valua- 
tions, i.e, that they can be valuated like Jews, perhaps 
the term “man” stated with regard to a nazirite likewise 
serves to include a gentile in certain aspects of nazirite- 
ship, i.e. the prohibitions, even if his nazirite offerings 
are not accepted (Commentary on Nazir; Tosafot). 


Is it written, honor — 133 Ina »3: The halakhot of 
inheritance are not connected to naziriteship either, 
and yet the Gemara did not raise this point when it 
discussed the issue of inheritance. The commentaries 
explain that paternity is inherently connected to inheri- 
tance, whereas honoring one's father is a special mitzva 
imposed by the Torah (7osafot; Rosh). 


HALAKHA 
A gentile inherits the estate of his father — ny wy tia 
war: A gentile inherits his father’s property by Torah 
law. As for the other halakhot of inheritance, gentiles 
may follow their own customs (Rambam Sefer Mish- 
patim, Hilkhot Nahalot 6:9; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 283:1). 


Perek IX 
Daf 61 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


A gentile, who has no potential to become ritually 
impure — TAW b pxw ria: A gentile cannot become 
ritually impure nor impart impurity of any kind to oth- 
ers. However, the Sages decreed that in certain cases 
gentiles are considered impure, to ensure that Jews will 
avoid them with regard to those matters (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 113-14 and Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 


NOTES 


Anyone who does not have the possibility of purity - 
m b pyw dor: The halakhot of ritual impurity do not 
apply to anyone who cannot be purified in a ritual bath 

or through the sprinkling of the ashes of the red heifer. 
Although the Gemara does not state how it is derived 

that ritual purity in general does not apply to a gentile, 
the early commentaries explain that this is learned from 

a verse that deals with the waters of purification: “And 

it shall be kept for the congregation of Israel for a water 
of sprinkling; it is a purification from sin” (Numbers 19:9). 
This verse indicates that the halakha of the waters of 
purification applies only to Jews, and the same applies 
to other methods of purification (Tosafot; Rosh). 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that this means 
that gentiles cannot be the subject of a valuation either, i.e., if a 
Jew says: I am obligated to give the value of so-and-so the gentile, his 
vow would not take effect. Therefore, the verse states the inclusive 
expression: “When a man" shall clearly utter a vow of persons to the 
Lord, according to your valuation” (Leviticus 27:2), to teach that in 
this regard, every “man,” even a gentile, is included in halakhot of 
valuations. Inasmuch as the Torah also states with regard to a nazirite: 


“When a man or woman shall clearly utter a vow, the vow ofa nazirite” 


(Numbers 6:2), perhaps one should include gentiles in the halakhot 
of naziriteship as well. 


The Gemara answers: Here, in the case of naziriteship, it is different, 
as the verse states: “For his father, or for his mother, for his brother, 
or for his sister, he shall not defile himself” (Numbers 6:7). From 
here it is derived that this mitzva applies only to one who has a 
father. This excludes a gentile, who does not have a father. The 

Gemara asks: With regard to what halakha does a gentile lack a 
father? If we say it is with regard to inheritance, but didn’t Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Avin say that Rabbi Yohanan said: A gentile inherits the 
estate of his father" by Torah law, as it is stated: “Because I have 

given Mount Seir to Esau as an inheritance” (Deuteronomy 2:5)? 


Rather, this mitzva of naziriteship applies to one who is warned 
concerning the honor of his father, and as the mitzva to honor one’s 
father does not apply to a gentile, it is as though he has no father. The 
Gemara asks: Is it written: Honor" your father, in the context of a 
nazirite? What is the connection between these two issues? Rather, 
the verse states with regard to a nazirite: “For his father, or for his 
mother, for his brother, or for his sister, he shall not defile himself” 
(Numbers 6:7), and it should be understood as referring to one who 
has the potential to become ritually impure, 


which excludes a gentile, who has no potential to become ritually 
impure." A gentile is not rendered impure even if he touches a 
corpse. An individual of this kind cannot become a nazirite. The 
Gemara asks: From where do we derive that gentiles do not have 
the ability to become ritually impure? It is as the verse states with 
regard to one who enters the Temple in a state of impurity: “But the 
man who shall be impure and shall not purify himself, that soul 
shall be cut off from the midst of the assembly” (Numbers 19:20). 
This indicates that the halakhot of ritual impurity apply only to one 
who has membership in the assembly of the Jewish people and 
excludes this gentile, who has no membership in the assembly, i.e., 
he is not part of the Jewish people. 


The Gemara asks: From where is it derived that this verse teaches 
that ritual impurity does not apply to a gentile at all? Perhaps the 
verse is referring merely to excision from the World-to-Come 
[karet], i.e., it is teaching that he is not liable to receive karet for 
entering the Temple when impure, but that perhaps a gentile does 
become impure. The Gemara answers that the previous verse states: 
“And the pure person shall sprinkle upon the impure”; this indi- 
cates that anyone who has the possibility of attaining ritual purity 
by means of the waters of purification also has the potential for ritual 
impurity, and anyone who does not have the possibility of attaining 
purity" by means of the waters of purification does not have the 
potential for impurity either. 
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The Gemara asks: But one can say that it is only purity by means of 
the waters of purification that he does not have, but he does have 
the potential for impurity. The Gemara answers: It is for this reason 
that the verse states: “But the man who shall be impure and shall 
not purify himself” (Numbers 19:20), to teach that these two statuses 
are interdependent. One who cannot be purified by the waters of 
purification cannot become impure in the first place. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said a different reason why a gentile cannot 
become a nazirite, despite the fact that the term “man” does include 
gentiles in the case of valuations. Here, with regard to naziriteship, it 
is different," as the verse prohibits a nazirite from becoming impure 
for his father and mother. This prohibition is not relevant for gentiles 
because the verse states: “And you shall make them an inheritance 
for your children after you” (Leviticus 25:46). This verse establishes 
a child as one to whom a person can bequeath his slaves, the subject 
of this verse. 


Rav Aha bar Ya'akov explains: This verse teaches that anyone who has 
inheritance, i.e., he has the ability to bequeath his slaves to his chil- 
dren, also has the status of a father with regard to impurity, and the 
verse prohibiting a nazirite from becoming impure to bury his father 
can be addressing him. But anyone who does not have inheritance 
does not have the status of a father with regard to impurity. Since a 
gentile cannot bequeath slaves to his child (see Gittin 38a), the status 
of a father with regard to impurity also does not apply to him. Con- 
sequently, the verse prohibiting a nazirite from becoming impure to 
bury his father cannot be addressing him. The Gemara asks: If so, 
slaves should also not be included in the halakhot of ritual impurity 
or naziriteship, as they too cannot bequeath slaves to their children. 


Rather, Rava said a different reason why a gentile cannot become a 
nazirite, even though he is included in the halakhot of valuations, and 
despite the fact that the term “man” appears in both passages. Granted, 
with regard to valuations, as it is stated: “Speak to the children of 
Israel” (Leviticus 27:2), one can derive that the children of Israel can 
take a valuation vow but gentiles cannot take a valuation vow. One 
might have thought that gentiles cannot be valuated either. Therefore, 
the verse states: “Man” (Leviticus 27:2), so as to include a gentile in 
only one aspect of the halakhot of valuations, i.e., that a gentile can be 
the subject of a valuation. This does not negate the derivation from 
“the children of Israel” that gentiles are generally excluded. 


Rava continues his explanation: However, here, in the case of nazirite- 
ship, there is no possibility of interpreting the word “man” to include 
a gentile in only one aspect of the halakhot of naziriteship. Rava 
explains: If one would suggest the following derivation: From the 
phrase “the children of Israel” (Numbers 6:2) derive that the children 
of Israel can both take a vow of naziriteship and bring the nazirite 
offering, but gentiles cannot both take a vow of naziriteship and 
bring the nazirite offering, one might have thought that gentiles 
cannot be nazirites at all; therefore, the verse states: “Man,” which 
includes gentiles in one aspect of the halakhot of naziriteship, i.e., that 
they can become nazirites. 


Rava continues his explanation: However, the Sages would say in 
response to this suggestion: If the phrase “the children of Israel” is 
written due to the need to exclude a gentile from bringing a nazirite 
offering, one does not need to derive this halakha from here, and 
this is because it is already derived from there, as a baraita teaches 
that the verse: “Any man from the house of Israel, or of the strangers 
in Israel, who sacrifices his offering, whether it be any of their vows, 
or any of their gift offerings, which are sacrificed to the Lord as a 
burnt-offering” (Leviticus 22:18), excludes a gentile from the offer- 
ing of naziriteship; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 
Therefore, the phrase “the children of Israel” must exclude gentiles 
from the entire passage of naziriteship, and not just from bringing 
the offerings. 


NOTES 


Here it is different, etc. — 3) X71 KW: The commen- 
taries explain that the statement of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov 
refers back to the earlier claim that naziriteship does not 
apply to a gentile because he does not have a father 
with regard to inheritance. Although the Gemara already 


refuted 


his suggestion by pointing out th 


at a gentile 


does inherit from his father, Rav Aha maintains that the 
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cannot 
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inheritance of a gentile is not a full 
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(Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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inheritance. 


Some commentaries note that the reason why gentiles 
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ownership of them, i.e., they do not own their 
bodies but merely maintain rights over them. Conse- 
quently, it might have been thought that 
has no bearing on their status with regard to 
evertheless, the fact that the verse links 
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NOTES 

Say that the children of Israel can shave, etc. — 33 KDY 
^D) pnbaa brewer: The suggestion of the Gemara that a gentile 
is excluded only from using his late father’s offerings for his 
own naziriteship is puzzling, as everyone agrees that regard- 
less of whether he can accept naziriteship upon himself, a 

gentile certainly cannot bring naziriteship offerings (see Rosh). 
Later authorities explain that although a gentile cannot bring 

nazirite offerings, he can bring voluntary offerings at the end 

of his period of naziriteship. It is therefore not unreasonable to 

suggest that the verse might be excluding a gentile from using 

his late father’s offerings (see Birkat Rosh and Meromei Sadeh). 


Perek IX 
Daf 62 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
Gentiles, that they can take a vow, etc. -^D 971371 O37: 
Even idolatrous gentiles can vow and bring burnt- offerings to 
the Temple. However, they may not bring obligatory burnt- 
offerings or any other obligatory offering, e.g., sin-offerings 
or guilt-offerings, and also may not bring peace-offerings 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:2). 
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The Gemara asks: But it can still be argued that “the children of 
Israel” is excluding a gentile from only some aspects of naziriteship, 
as one can say that this phrase teaches that the children of Israel 
can take a vow of permanent naziriteship, but gentiles cannot 
take a vow of permanent naziriteship, and one might have 
thought that gentiles cannot be nazirites at all. The verse there- 
fore states: “Man,” to teach that they can become nazirites. The 
Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan said: Is it written: A perma- 
nent nazirite? Since the verse does not specify a particular type 
of naziriteship, it excludes gentiles from all types. 


The Gemara offers another suggestion: But it can still be argued 
that “the children of Israel” is excluding a gentile from only some 
aspects of naziriteship, as one can say that this phrase teaches that 

“the children of Israel” can vow that their minor sons be nazirites, 
but gentiles cannot vow that their minor sons be nazirites; and 
one might have thought that gentiles cannot be nazirites at all. 
The verse therefore states: “Man,” to teach that they can become 
nazirites. The Gemara answers: Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say that 
the fact that a father can take a vow that his minor son will be a 
nazirite is a halakha transmitted to Moses at Sinai with regard to 
anazirite? Since this halakha is not stated in the Torah, it cannot 
be excluded by a verse. 


The Gemara offers another suggestion: But it can still be argued 
that “the children of Israel” is excluding a gentile from only some 
aspects of naziriteship, as one can say that this phrase teaches that 

“the children of Israel” can shave" and cut their hair by means of 
the offerings of their fathers’ naziriteships, but gentiles cannot 
shave and cut their hair by means of their fathers’ naziriteships. 
In other words, if the father of a nazirite, who was himself a nazirite, 
died after having separated his nazirite offerings, the son is able to 
bring those offerings at the close of his own naziriteship. 


One might have thought that gentiles cannot be nazirites at all. 
The verse therefore states: “Man,” to teach that they can become 
nazirites. The Gemara answers: Wasn’t it stated that Rabbi 
Yohanan said that the halakha that a son may use his father’s 
nazirite offerings is a halakha transmitted to Moses at Sinai with 
regard to a nazirite? Since this halakha does not appear in the 
Torah, the verse cannot be coming to exclude it. 


Q The Gemara asks: If so, why do I need the verse: “When aman 
shall clearly utter a vow of persons to the Lord, according to your 
valuation” (Leviticus 27:2), stated with regard to valuations, 
from which it is derived that gentiles are included in the halakhot 
of valuations? After all, aren’t valuations juxtaposed to vows, 
as the verse states: “When a man shall clearly utter a vow of 
persons to the Lord, according to your valuation.” And isn’t it 
taught in a baraita with regard to a verse dealing with vows: “Any 
man [ish] from the house of Israel, or of the strangers in Israel, 
who sacrifices his offering, whether it be any of their vows, or any 
of their gift offerings, which are sacrificed to the Lord as a burnt- 
offering” (Leviticus 22:18), what is the meaning when the verse 
states the extra emphasis: “Any man [ish ish]”? The baraita 
explains: This serves to include the gentiles, that they can take 
a vow" for vow offerings and gift offerings like a Jew. It can be 
derived from this juxtaposition that gentiles are included in the 
halakhot of valuations. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


aches mad PIWI "xo? 3 WK” 
K amd avd yan wo” KT 
word pap 


wo qian xara wax xb pat 
WON” ATT WNT TN bx KYNT 
jpop dom oe ah mb nebona 

oath 


poy Dew? 3 VO 2? xm 


“73D oe math o 


mana byw a VINT KA NYY 
-pap xo bio», DYDD DIT PN) 
wia pion bag nwo” ath nbn 
a mish noba 1D” RIT DTY 92 


HPEY TATY Ta NIY 37 VX 
YTI VN NIT Dia 35y a7 bins 
amber 


ATYA NYO ITK” KYN 
orb MV WPM 130 ab mah 
a mah noha y” 


The Gemara now restates its question: In that case, why do I need 
the phrase “when a man shall clearly utter a vow” stated with 
regard to valuations? Rather, this term, “man,” does not include 
gentiles, but is necessary to include a minor one year before he 
or she reaches majority.” If a minor takes a vow one year before 
coming of age, and shows a clear understanding of his statement, 
the vow takes effect. This individual is included in the halakhot of 
valuations as well. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well according to the one 
who says that a minor one year before he or she reaches majority 
must fulfill his or her vows by Torah law," because the verse serves 
as the source for this halakha. However, according to the one 
who says that this halakha applies by rabbinic law," why do I need 
the verse “when a man shall clearly utter a vow”? The Gemara 
answers: The verse serves to include a minor one year before he 
or she reaches majority who is a gentile, that this halakha applies 
to gentiles by Torah law. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well according to the one 

who says that it is inferred from the phrase: “The children of Israel” 
(Leviticus 27:2), that Jews can be valuated but gentiles cannot be 

valuated; and one might have thought that gentiles cannot take 

a valuation vow. Therefore, the verse states: “Man.” According to 

this opinion it is fine, as the phrase “when a man shall clearly utter 

a vow” can teach that if a gentile close to adulthood grasps the 

meaning of vows, he can take a valuation vow. 


However, according to the one who says that the children 

of Israel can take a valuation vow but gentiles cannot take a 

valuation vow," one might have thought that gentiles cannot be 

valuated; therefore, the verse states the additional term: “Man,” 
to teach that anyone, even a month-old baby," can be valuated 

according to the assigned value stated in the Torah. According to 

this opinion, it is of no importance how old the subject of the vow 

is, and therefore the verse clearly cannot be including a gentile on 

the verge of adulthood. Consequently, the question remains: Why 

do I need the phrase “when a man shall clearly utter a vow”? 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The verse is referring to all vows, and 
serves to include, i.e., to teach, the halakha of a type of adult 
gentile, who although he is an adult he does not know how to 
clearly utter a vow. The verse teaches that his vows are invalid, as 
derived from the phrase “when a man shall clearly vow.” Vows of a 
gentile are valid only if he can express them clearly. 


Having clarified the verse concerning valuations, the Gemara asks: 
However, concerning the verse: “When a man or woman shall 
clearly utter a vow” (Numbers 6:2), which the Merciful One 
writes with regard to naziriteship, why do I need it? After all, isn’t 
the halakha of naziriteship juxtaposed to vows; why do I need 
the verse “when a man or woman shall clearly utter”? 


NOTES 


However, according to the one who says this applies by rab- 
binic law, etc. = 3) 2311 VN wad xbx: The conclusion of this 
discussion is that even according to those who maintain that a 
Jew one year before he or she reaches majority can take a vow 
by rabbinic law, a gentile in the same age category must observe 
his vows by Torah law. The early commentaries ask how a gentile 
could be obligated by Torah law in a situation where a Jew is 
exempt. The Commentary on Nazir explains that there are in fact 
many cases in which the Torah is more stringent with gentiles 
than with Jews, e.g., with regard to the halakhot of damages (see 
Bava Kamma 37b). 

Others explain that the vow of a minor Jew does not take effect 
because the prohibition against delaying the fulfillment of one’s 


vow does not apply to a Jew until he reaches the age of maturity. 
By contrast, this prohibition does not apply to gentiles at all, and 
therefore there is no reason to distinguish between an adult and 
a minor gentile (Josafot; Rosh). 

There is another opinion that the entire difference between 
an adult and a minor applies only to Jews, as the Torah imposed 
special halakhot that go into effect only when one comes of age. 
However, with regard to gentiles the change from being a minor 
to being an adult depends only on the intellectual capacity of 
the individual in question. Since an intelligent person who is 
almost an adult understands what he is doing, his vow is effective 
(Keren Ora). 


HALAKHA 


A minor one year before he or she reaches majority — 
word pa xborn: The vows and consecrations of a boy 

or girl who is in the year before reaching majority and 

who understands the nature of vows are valid, as are 

those of one who has reached the age of adulthood 

who lacks this understanding, even if he or she has not 
reached maturity through the appearance of two pubic 
hairs. Such people are obligated to fulfill all their vows, 
including vows of naziriteship. They can also separate 

terumot and tithes from produce. Similarly, their dedica- 
tions to the Temple treasury take effect and they are 

obligated to give any valuations they undertake (Ram- 
bam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 11:1-4, Hilkhot Nezirut 
2:13, and Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:15; Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 233:1). 


A minor one year before he or she reaches majority, 
by Torah law - print wyb Jaap Khaw: The vows 
and consecrations of a minor one year before he or 
she reaches majority are valid by Torah law. Amora‘im 
engage in a dispute with regard to this issue in tractate 
Nidda (46b), and the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish (Ram- 
bam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 11:1 and Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 4:5). 


But gentiles cannot take a valuation vow — 01377 px) 
DDW: A gentile can be valuated but cannot take a 
valuation vow. How so? If a gentile said: | am obligated 
to give my value, or: | am obligated to give the value of 
this Jew, his statement is of no consequence. However, 
if a Jew said: | am obligated to give the value of this 
gentile, he must give the gentile’s value according to his 
age and gender, as specified in the Torah. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as the 
Gemara considers his explanation the more reasonable 
one. The Ra’avad rules that a gentile can take a valuation 
vow but cannot be valuated, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda rather than that of Rabbi Meir 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:6 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


Even a month-old baby, etc. — 131 wn ja piva yoy: 
The value of a male between the ages of thirty- one days 
and five years is five sela, while a female of the same age 
group is valuated at three sela, as specified in the Torah 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:3). 
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NOTES §———______- 
To include. . .intimations, etc. - ^3) pep mn: According 
to some commentaries, the verse teaches that even vows 
with ambiguous intimations are nevertheless considered 
vows. If so, the phrase “when aman shall clearly utter a vow” 
indicates that provided that one pronounces a vow, even if 
his meaning is ambiguous, it still takes effect. Others explain 
this in the opposite manner. They claim that the term: To 
include, is a term of exclusion. Consequently, ambiguous 
intimations are not considered intimations to vows, because 
they do not constitute the requisite clear enunciation of a 
vow (Tosafot). To a great extent this issue depends on the 
different versions of the opinions of Abaye and Rava, as 
discussed by the early commentaries. 


One explicit utterance is for prohibition — aber ial 
aon: This refers to someone who does not regret his 
vow, whose vow is therefore not dissolved (Commentary on 
Nazir). Alternatively, it means that one is required to express 
his vow clearly, so that it accords with his intention (Meiri). 


And one explicit utterance is for dissolution — aydon InN) 
an: This refers to one who regrets having uttered the vow 
(Commentary on Nazir). The idea is that if he regrets his vow 
it is not considered to be clearly expressed, as his inten- 
tions no longer correspond to his vow. Some commentaries 
state that this explicit utterance refers to the clarification of 
one’s vow in the presence of a halakhic authority, when 

the one who took the vow requests its dissolution (Shita 

Mekubbetzet). 
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The Gemara answers: This verse serves to include the case of 
one who vowed by means of ambiguous intimations, i.e., he 
expressed only part of the formula of the vow, so that his meaning 
is unclear. As it was stated that amora’im had a dispute with 
regard to this issue: With regard to ambiguous intimations," 
Abaye said that they are considered intimations to vows, and the 
vows take effect, and Rava said that they are not considered 
intimations to vows, and the vows do not take effect. According 
to the opinion of Abaye, this answer works out well, as the phrase 


“when a man shall clearly utter,” serves to include all pronounce- 


ments indicative of vows, even ambiguous intimations. However, 
according to the opinion of Rava, what is there to say? 


Rather, the Gemara explains that the phrase “when a man or 
woman shall clearly utter” is necessary for that which was stated 

by Rabbi Tarfon, as it is taught in the Tosefta (3:19) that Rabbi 
Yehuda said in the name of Rabbi Tarfon: If several people took 
a vow of naziriteship as part of a wager with regard to an uncertain 
occurrence, not one of them is a nazirite, as naziriteship is 

imposed upon someone only if his vow is explicitly enunciated. 
That is, one is a nazirite only ifhe vows in a definitive manner, not 
if there was any uncertainty involved. The Gemara asks: This 

works out well according to the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon. How- 
ever, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with 

his ruling, what is there to say? 


Rather, the phrase “when a man or woman shall clearly utter” is 
necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: The halakhot of 
dissolution of vows, namely that one may request from a halakhic 
authority to dissolve them, fly in the air" and have nothing to 
lean upon, i.e., these halakhot are not mentioned explicitly in the 
Torah. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The halakhot of dissolution of vows have a 
basis upon which to lean, as it is stated: “When a man shall 
clearly utter a vow” (Leviticus 27:2) and: “When a man or 
woman shall clearly utter a vow” (Numbers 6:2), twice. One 
explicit utterance is for prohibition," i.e., when one takes a 
vow, he is bound to keep it, and one explicit utterance is for 
dissolution," i.e., in the event that he provides a halakhic author- 
ity with a reason why the vow should no longer apply, the vow 
can be dissolved and he will no longer be bound by it. This is an 
allusion in the Torah for the dissolution of vows. 


Ambiguous intimations — nimai jyxw Or»: With regard to 
the intimations of vows, i.e., incomplete expressions whose 
meaning can be inferred from the context, if one’s intention is 
somewhat evident from the statement itself, it is a valid vow. 
If the meaning of the words is ambiguous, the vow does not 
take effect, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. The early 


HALAKHA 
Halakhot of dissolution of vows fly in the air - wyn yy 
‘isa pria: The halakha that vows can be dissolved by halakhic 
authorities has no explicit source in the Torah, but is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. However, the Sages find an 
allusion to this halakha in the verse (Numbers 30:3): “He shall not 
profane his word" (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 6:2). 


commentaries dispute the precise meaning of the concept of 


ambiguous intimations (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 


1:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 206:1). 


And one explicit utterance is for dissolution - nyan giai] 
ama: One may request the dissolution of valuations and 
dedications to the Sanctuary, just like other vows (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 1:17). 
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MI S H NA The previous mishna taught that the nazirite- 


ship of women includes a stringency that 
does not apply to slaves. This mishna adds: There is a greater 
stringency in the case of slaves" than in the case of women, as a 
man can nullify the vows of his wife" but he cannot nullify the 
vows of his slave,” despite the fact that he can prevent him from 
fulfilling them in practice. Similarly, if he nullified the naziriteship 
ofhis wife it is permanently nullified," and it remains nullified even 
if she is later divorced or widowed. Conversely, if he nullified the 
naziriteship ofhis slave by forcing him to violate the terms of his vow 
of naziriteship, when the slave is emancipated he completes his 
naziriteship." 


G E M A RA The Sages taught (Tosefta 6:4): With regard 


to what matter can his master force a slave? 
With regard to naziriteship. However, he cannot force his slave in 
the case of other vows and valuations. This baraita is apparently 
saying that a master cannot prevent his slave from fulfilling the terms 
of a vow. 


The Gemara asks: What is different with regard to a nazirite that a 

master can force his slave to transgress his naziriteship, as the Merci- 
ful One states: “To bind his soul with a bond” (Numbers 30:3), 
from which it is inferred that the Torah is referring only to one 

whose soul is in his possession, i.e., who is not owned by another; 
this excludes a slave, whose soul is not in his possession because 

he is under his master’s control. Ifso, then even with regard to vows 

that same halakha should apply as well, as that verse is written in the 

context of vows in general, not specifically vows of naziriteship. Why 
is a master unable to compel his slave to break a vow? 


Rav Sheshet said: With what are we dealing here? With a case 
where a cluster of grapes was placed before the slave and he vowed 
not to derive benefit from it. With regard to vows, when he is pro- 
hibited from eating this cluster he is not rendered prohibited from 
eating others; therefore, the master cannot force him" to eat it, as 
he has no reason to insist that the slave consume this particular 
cluster of grapes. 


By contrast, with regard to naziriteship, when he is prohibited 
from eating this cluster he is rendered prohibited from consuming 
all others; therefore, the master can force him to eat. This is because 
the lack of food weakens the slave, who is the property of his master. 
The Gemara asks: And with regard to vows, are we not dealing 
even with a situation where he has only this cluster before him 
and he vows not to eat it, in which case if he does not eat it he is 
weakened? Why can't the master compel him to eat the grapes in 
this case? 


Rather, Rava said that the difference between vows of naziriteship 
and other vows concerns a case where there was a grape seed, 
which provides only negligible nourishment, that was placed before 
the slave, and he vowed not to eat it. With regard to vows, concern- 
ing which he is prohibited to eat only this one seed, the master 
cannot force him to eat it, as refraining from eating a grape seed 
would not weaken him. With regard to a nazirite, who is prohibited 
from consuming other grape products as well, the master can 
force him. 


The Gemara again asks: And with regard to vows, are we not deal- 
ing even with a situation where he has only this grape seed in front 

of him, in which case if he does not eat it he would be weakened? 

Why, then, can the master compel him to violate only his naziriteship 

vow but not a regular vow? 
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NOTES 


A stringency in the case of slaves — o’taya “Wain: 

The commentaries state that this mishna can be 
explained in two ways. It is possible that its second 
part serves to explain the first statement. A husband 
can nullify his wife's vows so that they no longer 
exist, even if she later leaves his jurisdiction. In the 
case of a slave, however, the fact that a master can 
force his slave to break his vow does not mean he 
has nullified it; he has merely suspended its obser- 
vance temporarily. Consequently, if the slave is 
emancipated he must fulfill his vow. According to 
this interpretation, the mishna repeats some infor- 
mation, at least with regard to a wife. 

Alternatively, one can explain that the first part 
of the mishna is not referring to naziriteship after 
the wife or slave leaves his jurisdiction, but while 
they are still under his authority. If so, the mishna is 
teaching that a husband cannot reinstate his wife's 
naziriteship after he has nullified it, whereas in the 
case of a slave the master can always stop requiring 
the slave to violate his naziriteship, which would 
again render the slave obligated in naziriteship 
(Rosh). 


Cannot force him - mb Dyn xd: Likewise, a hus- 
band cannot nullify a vow of this kind uttered by his 
wife, as it is not in the category of vows of affliction 
(see Nedarim 79a); she could eat some other cluster 
of grapes (Commentary on Nazir). 


HALAKHA 


As he can nullify the vows of his wife - xinw 
Sm 172 9: A father can nullify the vows of his 
daughter, and a husband can nullify those of his 
wife, including vows of naziriteship (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:1 and Hilkhot Nezirut 2:17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 234:2, 37). 


But he cannot nullify the vows of his slave — it} 
itay 0172 39: A master cannot nullify the vows 
of his slave (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
217-18). 


If he nullified the naziriteship of his wife, it is 
permanently nullified - miy aya inv 397: A 
husband can nullify vows of affliction taken by his 
wife. If he does so they are permanently nullified, 
and she does not have to observe them even after 
she has left his jurisdiction. By contrast, while he can 
also nullify those vows of his wife that impinge on 
their personal relationship, such vows are nullified 
only for the duration of their marriage (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 12:2, 3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 234:55). 


If he nullified the naziriteship of his slave, when 
he is emancipated he completes his naziriteship — 
imn Dwar mYr Ky? #1299 37: According to 
the Rambam, if a slave took a vow of naziriteship 
and his master said to him: It is nullified for you, the 
slave is emancipated and he must complete his 
naziriteship. However, the Ra'avad maintains that 
the declaration itself does not emancipate the slave, 
and he must complete his vow in the event that 
he does gain his freedom (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 2:18, and Kesef Mishne there, and Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 8:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 267:72). 


285 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


A master required to force him, it is the case of a vow 
of naziriteship — my iniaa} ‘pr ja: If a slave took 
a vow of naziriteship, his master may force him to drink 
wine or become impure to bury a corpse, and his vow 
is thereby negated. If the slave uttered any other vow of 
affliction or took a vow that would cause him to neglect 
his work, or if he vowed to give the value of another, the 
master does not have to compel him to violate its terms. 
The reason is that vows of this kind are automatically can- 
celed (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:17—18). 


And he is not required to force him in the case of an 
oath - mysaw) iniaa) pay i»: Ifa slave takes an oath, 
his master need not force him to transgress it, as the 
oath is automatically nullified (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Shevuot 12:6). 


If he left his presence — 35 7323/9 52X: If a slave took 
a vow of naziriteship and permanently left his master’s 
presence, it is prohibited for him to drink wine, so that 
his discomfort will cause him to return to his master. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 
The Ra’avad disagrees, in keeping with the principle that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei in his disputes with Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:19). 


One who renounces ownership of his slave - 75171 
jay: One who renounces ownership of his slave has 
emancipated him, but the slave requires a bill of manu- 
mission before he can marry a Jew. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinions of Rav and Rabbi Yohanan 
in tractate Gittin (39a) and not in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot 
Avadim 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 267:64). 
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Rather, Abaye said that the baraita does not in fact list cases in which 
a master can compel his slave to violate his vow, but rather means the 
following: With regard to what situation is a master who wants to 
negate his slave’s vow required to force his slave to violate his vow 


by stating explicitly that he does not want him to fulfill it? It is the 
case of a vow of naziriteship." But he is not required to force him 
in the case of other vows" and he is not required to force him in the 
case of an oath," as these do not take effect at all. 
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What is the reason for this? It is as the verse states with regard to 
oaths: “Or if anyone swear clearly with his lips to do evil, or to do 
good” (Leviticus 5:4). Just as the “good” mentioned in this verse is 
referring to a voluntary action, so too the “evil” is voluntary, e.g., if 
he takes an oath not to derive benefit from an item. This excludes a 


slave, whose oath or vow would cause evil to others, as it is not in 
his power to affect his master adversely. Therefore, his statement is 
invalid. Here too, as the owner will suffer if his slave's diet is restricted, 
a slave may not accept a vow or an oath upon himself. 
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MI S H N A In a case where a slave took a vow of nazirite- 


ship but was prevented by his master from 


fulfilling the terms of his vow, the Sages engaged in a dispute what 
the halakha would be if he permanently left his master’s presence," 


i.e., he ran away without being emancipated. Rabbi Meir says: He 
may not drink wine. Since the slave is free in practice, his vow goes 
into effect. And Rabbi Yosei says: He may drink wine, as he is not 


emancipated. 
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G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that 

Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei disagree with 
regard to the following statement of Shmuel? As Shmuel said: With 
regard to one who renounces ownership of his slave," the slave is 


emancipated, and he does not require a bill of manumission. This 
halakha indicates that if a slave is free in practice, he no longer 
requires a bill of manumission but is automatically considered a 


freeman. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, should one say that Rabbi Meir is of the 
opinion that the ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, 


and therefore the slave is obligated in naziriteship as soon as he runs 
away, like any other freed slave, and Rabbi Yosei is of the opinion 
that the ruling is not in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel? 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it is possible that everyone 
is of the opinion that the ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel. Rather, the mishna is referring to a case where the master 
refused to declare the runaway ownerless, and was intent on recover- 
ing him. Consequently, the slave is not in fact a freeman at all, and 
the tanna’im disagree with regard to the following: Rabbi Yosei, the 
one who says that he may drink wine, maintains that the slave will 


ultimately return and come back to his master, and therefore it is 
preferable for him to drink wine so that he should not be weakened 
by the time he returns. And according to Rabbi Meir, the one 
who says that he may not drink wine, he maintains that it is better 
that the slave should suffer by being deprived of wine, so that he 
will return to his master, as the desire to drink wine will spur him 


to return. 


But he is not required to force him in the case of other vows — 
orn iniaa) P pyy: The vows and oaths of a slave do not go 
into effect at all, and his master need not even register an objec- 
tion. Tosafot maintain that the baraita does not include valuations 
because a master cannot in fact cancel them. The reason is that 
whether the slave owns the money now or intends to pay it 
after his release, the master loses nothing by his valuation (see 
Commentary on Nazir). 

The early commentaries discuss why there should be any dif- 
ference between naziriteship and other vows, in light of the fact 
that the verses that serve as the basis for this halakha speak of 


NOTES 


vows in general. Some contend that naziriteship is an especially 
powerful vow, as it is effective even with regard to matters tha 
are not optional. For example, if one takes an oath to drink wine, 
thereby obligating himself to do so, and then takes a vow o 
naziriteship, the vow of naziriteship overrides the oath. Con- 
sequently, naziriteship takes effect even for a slave, unless the 
master objects (Tosafot). The early commentaries also point ou 
that the vows and oaths of a slave are automatically canceled 
only if they are vows of affliction or would lead him to neglec 
his work. A master may not compel his slave to transgress any 
other kind of vow. 
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MI S HN A With regard to a nazirite who shaved for 


the conclusion of his naziriteship, and it 
later became known to him that during his naziriteship he was 
ritually impure" from a corpse, if it was a known impurity, i.e., 
people were aware of the impurity when he became impure, he 
negates his entire naziriteship. And if it was ritual impurity 
imparted by a grave in the depths,’ one that was unknown at the 
time, he does not negate his naziriteship. Ifhe discovered he was 
impure before he shaved, he negates his naziriteship in either 
case. 


The mishna asks: How does one differentiate between a known 
and an unknown impurity? Ifa nazirite descended to immerse in 
a cave, and a corpse was found floating at the mouth of the cave, 
he is impure, as an openly visible corpse is a known impurity. 
What, then, is an impurity of the depths? This is referring to a case 
where the corpse was found sunk into the ground of the cave in 
such a manner that it was unknown. 


However, even here the circumstances of the case must be taken 
into account. If one descended not descend to immerse himself 
in the water, as he was ritually pure, but to cool himself, he remains 
pure. If he was impure and entered the water to purify himself 
from the impurity from a corpse, he is impure. The reason is that 
something that has the presumptive status of impurity remains 
impure, and something that has the presumptive status of purity 
is pure, as there is a basis for the matter." It is reasonable that 


items or people retain their presumptive status." 
The Gemara asks: From where are these 


G E MA matters derived, that there is a difference 


between known and unknown impurity? Rabbi Eliezer said that 
the verse states with regard to a nazirite: “And if any man shall 
die very suddenly beside him” (Numbers 6:9). The emphasis 
provided by the term “beside him” indicates that it is clear to him 
that he has become impure. However, one is not impure if the 
presence of the corpse is unknown. 


Reish Lakish said a different source: The verse states with regard 
to the Paschal offering: “Any man of you who shall be ritually 
impure due to a corpse or ona road far away” (Numbers 9:10). 
The word “road” is juxtaposed in the verse to the term “ritually 
impure,’ indicating that the impurity is like a road. Just as a road 
is in the open, so too, every impurity is in the open. It must be a 
known impurity. 


The Gemara objects: But consider that which we learned in the 
Tosefta (Zavim 2:9): Which is the ritual impurity imparted by a 
grave in the depths?" It is impurity imparted by any corpse of 
which no one is aware, even at the end of the earth. This type of 
impurity is permitted for both a nazirite and one who sacrifices 
the Paschal offering. However, if even one person is aware of it, 
even at the end of the earth, this is not impurity imparted by a 
grave in the depths. 


BACKGROUND 


Ritual impurity imparted by a grave in the depths — naw 
inn: This is a halakha that applies to a grave found in a place 


where people had no previous knowledge of its existence. 


If a nazirite passes over a grave of this kind unknowingly 
and becomes aware of its existence only after his nazirite 
vow is completed, he is not considered to have contracted 


ritual impurity. The same halakha applies if one on his way 
to perform the ritual of the Paschal offering traverses such a 
grave and becomes aware of it only after sacrificing his offering. 
It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the front- 
plate worn by the High Priest on his forehead atones for this 
unwitting transgression. 


HALAKHA 


A nazirite who shaved and it became known to him that 
he was ritually impure - sav xing b ytin riya wy: In the 
case of a nazirite who discovered after shaving for his purity 
that he had contracted impurity during his naziriteship, if the 
impurity was known he negates his entire term of nazirite- 
ship, brings the offerings of impurity, counts his naziriteship 
afresh, and again brings his offerings of purity. If he became 
impure from impurity of the depths he does not negate his 
naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:16). 


Impurity of the depths — ginan ngaw: If a nazirite who 
descended to immerse himself found a corpse floating in 
he place of his immersion, he is impure, as he is presumed 
o have come into contact with the corpse. 

If he immersed himself, shaved for his impurity, counted 
his naziriteship of purity, and was then informed that there 
was a body sunk in the place of his immersion, he negates 
he entire period. The reason is that he retains the presump- 
ive status of impurity he had before immersing. However, if 
he was ritually pure and descended only to cool off, he does 
not negate his naziriteship, as he retains his presumptive 
status of purity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6: 20). 


Which is the ritual impurity in the depths — nyaw "Tins 
Dira: Ritual impurity imparted by a grave in the depths is 
impurity that is not known to anyone in the world (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:18). 


NOTES =—H\W——_———_- 
As there is a basis for the matter - sab mds: Some com- 
mentaries explain that it is reasonable to establish each item 
in accordance with its presumptive status (Commentary on 
Nazir). Others add that the halakha learned by tradition of 
impurity of the depths is only with regard to one who was 
ritually pure (Josafot). 
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HALAKHA 


One who finds a corpse lying across the width of a 
road - 773 bw many aawa mg yian: With regard to one 
who crossed a path and later discovered that a corpse lay 
buried across its width, if this was a case of impurity of the 
depths he is pure with regard to the Paschal offering, even 
if the body is stretched over the entire width of the path. 
Consequently, he may slaughter the Paschal offering and eat 
it, unless it became known that he had definitely touched the 
corpse. However, his status is that of uncertain impurity with 
respect to partaking of teruma. 

If the individual is a nazirite, he is pure even if the impurity 
was known, as it is a case of uncertain impurity in the public 
domain, unless it was impossible for him to have traversed the 
path without coming into contact with the corpse (Rambam). 
Some authorities maintain that even a nazirite is pure only in 
the case of an impurity of the depths (Ra'avad; see Radbaz). 
The KesefMishne claims that the Rambam had a different ver- 
sion of the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
9:18 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:11). 


Learned as a tradition — ab yma XY: The ruling that a 
nazirite who contracts ritual impurity imparted by a grave 
in the depths does not negate his naziriteship is a halakha 
learned by tradition (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
6:16). 


It is Rabbi Eliezer who says shaving is indispensable - *37 
nasyn ATAA WINT N7 NYY: If the blood of a nazirite’s 
offerings was sprinkled and then he discovered he had been 
rendered impure by impurity of the depths, it does not negate 
his naziriteship, even if he has yet to shave. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis that shaving is 
not an indispensable part of the ritual, and contrary to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited here (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:17). 


NOTES 


Became impure during the full term but it became 
known, etc. - ^3) yn nsn yina Nabi: Some commentar- 
ies maintain that this inquiry refers only to impurity of the 
depths, which is why the Gemara asks whether he negates 
his naziriteship at all. If so, Rami bar Hama was unaware 
of the ruling of the mishna (Commentary on Nazir). Most 
commentaries claim that the question refers to all types of 
impurity, known or otherwise (see Josafot). According to this 
opinion, Rami bar Hama does not entertain the possibility 
that the individual in question might not have to negate his 
naziriteship at all, as no one accepts that ruling. Rather, this 
passage serves as an opening to the ensuing discussion of 
the Gemara as to whether Rabbi Eliezer rules that he negates 
thirty days or merely seven, like one who became impure after 
the completion of his term. 
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The Gemara states its question: Granted, according to the one 
who says that this halakha is derived from the verse that states 
that ritual impurity is like a road, it is fine, as an item known 
to someone in the world can be compared to a road. However, 
according to the one who says that this halakha is derived from 
the term “beside him,” i.e., it is referring to an impurity that 
is clear to him, if one person at the other end of the earth is 
aware of this impurity, what of it? It was unknown to the nazirite 
himself. 


And furthermore, consider that which is taught in another 
baraita ( Tosefta, Zavim 2:8): In the case of one who finds a corpse 
lying across the width of a road," i.e., it had been buried there in 
such a way that it was impossible for the passerby to avoid becom- 
ing impure by passing over the corpse, then with regard to teruma, 
the passerby is impure. Therefore, if he is a priest, he may not eat 
teruma. However, with regard to both being a nazirite and being 
one performing the ritual of the Paschal offering, the passerby 
is pure. What is different about these situations? Rather, it must 
be that the halakha of impurity imparted by a grave in the depths 
is learned as a tradition" and not from the verses, which are cited 
merely in support. 


§ The mishna taught that if a nazirite discovered he was ritually 
impure before he shaved, he negates his naziriteship even if he 
was rendered impure by impurity of the depths. The Gemara asks: 
Who is the tanna who taught this opinion? Rabbi Yohanan says: 
It is Rabbi Eliezer, who says that shaving is indispensable" to 
the completion of one’s naziriteship. Consequently, if he discov- 
ered he was impure before he shaved, he became impure during 
his naziriteship, and he negates the period he has observed. 


Rami bar Hama raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with 
regard to one who became impure during the full term of the 
regular days of his naziriteship but his impurity became known" 
to him only after the full term but before he shaved? Perhaps we 
go according to his knowledge, and it is a case of knowledge after 
the full term, or perhaps the halakha is not determined by the 
time of his awareness but by the actual time of the impurity, which 
occurred during his naziriteship. The Gemara adds: And with 
regard to what issue was this dilemma raised? It was with regard 
to his possible negation of the period he observed as a nazirite: 
Does he negate his naziriteship, or is he considered to have con- 
tracted impurity after the completion of his term, in which case 
he need not start his naziriteship afresh? 


Rava said: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from the 
mishna: If he discovered he was impure before he shaved, he 
negates the days of his naziriteship in either case. The Gemara 
seeks to clarify this: What are the circumstances of this case? 
When exactly did he find out about the impurity? If it became 
known to him during the full term of his naziriteship, need this 
be said, that he negates the previous days? After all, he has yet 
to complete his naziriteship vow. Rather, is it not referring to a 
case when the impurity was discovered after the full term of 
his naziriteship? Conclude from the mishna that he negates the 
days of his naziriteship even if he discovered the impurity after 
the completion of his term. 
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The Gemara continues to analyze the aforementioned case. And you 
can still raise the dilemma: Does he negate the entire period of his 
naziriteship or does he negate just seven days? The Gemara asks: 
According to whom is this dilemma raised? If we say this dilemma 
is referring to the opinion of the Rabbis (see 16b), it is obvious that 
he negates it all, as they maintain that even a nazirite who becomes 
impure after the completion of his naziriteship must observe another 
thirty days. And ifit is referring to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, his 
ruling with regard to any impurity after the full term of his term is 
that one negates only seven days. 


The Gemara responds: The one who raised this dilemma could have 
said to you: This statement of Rabbi Eliezer that a nazirite negates a 
mere seven days applies only ifhe became impure after the full term 
ofhis naziriteship, but this one became impure before the end of the 
full term, and therefore he negates the entire period. Or perhaps it 
is different here, as it is a case of knowledge that came to light after 
the full term of his naziriteship. 


The Gemara answers: And one can resolve the dilemma from this" 
mishna itself. The mishna teaches that if the nazirite discovered he 
was impure before he shaved he negates his naziriteship in either 
case. And it does not distinguish between cases where this happened 
before the end of the full term or after it. This indicates that in any 
case he negates only seven days. 


§ The Sages taught (Tosefta, Zavim 2:8): In the case of one who finds 
a corpse lying across the width ofa road, with regard to teruma the 
passerby is impure. But with regard to both a nazirite and one 
performing the ritual of the Paschal offering, the passerby is pure, 
as it is considered impurity imparted by a grave in the depths. In 
what case is this statement said, that one is impure with regard to 
partaking of teruma? It is said in a case where he does not have space 
to pass by" on the road without passing over the corpse. 


But if he has space to pass by, then even with regard to teruma he 
is pure. This is because it is possible that the passerby did not become 
ritually impure, and there is a principle that if an uncertainty arises 
concerning the ritual purity of a person or item in the public domain, 
the person or item is considered pure. 


Similarly, in what case is this statement said? It is said in a case 
where one finds the corpse whole. However, if it is broken or dis- 
membered he is pure, even if there is no space to pass by. The reason 
is that we suspect" that perhaps he passed between the parts of 
the corpse and did not touch or pass over any of them. This applies 
when he finds the corpse out in the open. But if he finds it in a grave, 
even if it is broken or dismembered, he is impure. This is because 
the grave joins the parts into one unit and renders him impure if he 
passed over any part of the grave, even if he did not pass over part of 
the corpse. 


The baraita adds: In what case is this statement said, i.e., that if the 
corpse was dismembered the passerby is pure? It is said with regard 
to a passerby who travels by foot.’ However, if he was loaded with 
a heavy burden or was riding an animal, he is impure. This is because 
in the case of one who travels by foot, it is possible that he will not 
touch the corpse and will not move it and will not pass over it, 
whereas in the case of one who is loaded with a heavy burden and 
therefore does not walk in a straight line, or one riding an animal, it 
is impossible that he will not touch the corpse and will not move 
it and will not pass over it. 


In what case is this statement said, that a nazirite and one bringing 
a Paschal offering are considered pure? It is said with regard to impu- 
rity imparted by a grave in the depths. However, if the source of 
impurity was known to others but not to the individual who became 
impure, all three of them, i.e., a nazirite, one performing the ritual 
of the Paschal offering, and the one who wishes to partake of teruma, 
are impure. 


NOTES 


And from this — 733: The dilemma can be resolved 
from the mishna itself, which simply states that he 
negates, without further specification. This indicates 
that he negates only seven days, like a nazirite who 
becomes impure after the completion of his term. 
Most commentaries explain in this manner (see Meiri). 
Others suggest a different explanation: The fact that 
no alternative opinion of the Rabbis is recorded here 
indicates that Rabbi Eliezer agrees in this case that 
the nazirite negates the entire period, as the impurity 
occurred before the completion of his term (Com- 
mentary on Nazir). 

Some commentaries are puzzled by this answer of 
he Gemara, according to which the halakha follows 
he time of his discovery that he was impure. The 
Rosh explains that this is problematic because the 
first clause of the mishna teaches that if a nazirite 
ound out after shaving that he was definitely impure 
he negates the entire period, which indicates that 
one follows the time that he became impure rather 
han the time of his discovery that he was impure. 
He answers that there is a difference between the 
wo cases: If the nazirite discovered his impurity only 
after shaving, then he cannot possibly follow the time 
of his discovery, as in that case his naziriteship is over 
and he would not negate anything. Instead, as he 
has discovered that he was impure, his offerings are 
invalid and he must count again. However, if he finds 
out on the day of the completion of his term, there 
is room for debate with regard to how many days 
he negates. 


We suspect - PW»: The commentaries note that 
although this phrase usually means: We are con- 
cerned, denoting a stringency, it can occasionally 
refer to a possible leniency, as it does here (Meiri; 
Rashash). 


In what case is this statement said? With regard to 
a passerby who travels by foot — pay 0°37 maa 
vna bana: In the case of a dismembered corpse, 
one is pure with regard to partaking of teruma only 
if he was traveling by foot. However, a nazirite and 
one who was bringing a Paschal offering are not 
considered impure from impurity of the depths even 
if they were riding an animal. This is the explanation 
accepted by the Commentary on Nazir, which holds 
hat the halakha concerning impurity of the depths 
hat a nazirite and one who is performing the ritual of 
he Paschal offering are considered pure even if they 
ater become aware that they had definitely been 
rendered impure is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
rom Sinai. 

Others maintain that this ruling involving one who 
was carrying a load or riding an animal applies even 
o the impurity of the depths. The reason is that a 
nazirite and one who was performing the ritual of 
he Paschal offering are pure only if there was merely 
a presumption of impurity, but not if there was no 
doubt about the impurity at all (Rambam and Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


Where he does not have space to pass by — b pxw 
aay Dip: In the case of a corpse positioned across 
the width ofa path, if the corpse was whole, all those 
who pass along that route are impure with regard to 
teruma and offerings, as they are presumed to have 
touched it. If it was in pieces, a passerby is pure. If 
it was in a grave dug across the path he is impure. 
However, if he was on the way to perform the ritual 
of the Paschal offering and it was an impurity of the 
depths, he it is not considered impure, provided he 
was traveling by foot; if he was riding an animal or car- 
rying a load he is impure. The same halakha applies to 
a nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 9:18, 
19; Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:11; and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 18:3). 
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HALAKHA 
If it was concealed in hay, etc. — 13172 m39 77: A corpse 
that was concealed by hay or pebbles is considered to impart 
impurity of the depths. If it was in water or a dark place or 
in rocky crevices, it does not impart impurity of the depths 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:19). 


The impurity imparted by a grave in the depths applies 
only with regard to a corpse — awa ngyonan Oxy: 
The halakha of the impurity of the depths applies only to 
one who died without human interference, but not if he was 
murdered, as the killer is aware of the body’s presence, as can 
be inferred from the Gemara’s use of the term met, corpse, 
and not harug, meaning one who was killed. The Ra’avad 
disagrees, maintaining that the Gemara here is simply stating 
hat the concept of impurity of the depths refers solely to 
he impurity imparted by a corpse, not to any other type of 
mopurity (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:18). 


Uncertain impurity that was floating - 79% nggaw Pad: If 
he carcass of a creeping animal was floating on the surface 
of water, whether the water was contained in a vessel or in 
he ground, an individual who enters that place remains 
pure, even if there is room only for him and the carcass of 
he creeping animal, unless it is known for certain that he 
was rendered impure through contact with the carcass. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna. Tosafot 
claim that the same halakha applies to all floating objects 
that impart impurity by contact, in a situation where there 
is uncertainty as to whether one touched it (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 14:3). 


a ————————— 
Only with regard to a corpse - saba nab xbx: The Com- 
mentary on Nazir adds: But not for a zav or a zava. It is 
explained at length in the Jerusalem Talmud that according 
to this opinion the impurity of the depths applies, based on 
an a fortiori inference, to other types of impurities as well, e.g., 
an animal carcass. This halakha is relevant only for one who 
is performing the ritual of the Paschal offering, as in any case 
a nazirite negates his naziriteship only for the impurity of a 
corpse. The statement of the baraita: Only with regard to a 
corpse, excludes an impurity transmitted by lying and sitting, 
namely that of a zav and a zava. 


Perek IX 
Daf64 Amuda 


NOTES 


Where it swarms — yTiw xim: That is, any place where it 
can swarm, including water (Rosh). 
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The baraita continues: And which corpse is considered to impart 
impurity of the depths? Any corpse of which no one is aware, 
even at the end of the earth. But if even one individual is aware 
of it, even if that person is at the end of the earth, this is not 
considered impurity imparted by a grave in the depths. 


The baraita continues: To ascertain whether anyone ever knew 
about the corpse, its condition is taken into account. If the body 
was concealed in hay” or in pebbles, so the person might have 
died in an avalanche, it is likely that the corpse had never been 
found; this is impurity imparted by a grave in the depths. How- 
ever, if it was found in water, or in a dark place, or in the clefts of 
the rocks, this is not impurity imparted by a grave in the depths. 
Although these are places where people do not often go, with the 
passage of time the corpse is likely to be discovered, and it is quite 
possible that someone already passed by and saw it. 


The baraita concludes: And the Sages said that the leniency of 
impurity imparted by a grave in the depths applies only with 
regard to a corpse," but not with regard to other sources of 
impurity. 


§ The mishna taught: How does one differentiate between a 
known and an unknown impurity? If a nazirite descended to 
immerse in a cave, and a corpse was found floating at the mouth 
of the cave, he is impure. The Gemara comments: A floating impu- 
rity does not render a person or item impure in the case of a 
carcass of a creeping animal. As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, 
Teharot 5:6): With regard to the case of uncertain impurity, where 
an item might have touched something impure that was floating," 
either in water in a vessel or in water in the ground, e.g., a well, 
the item is pure. Rabbi Shimon says: If the impurity was floating 
in water that was in a vessel, the item is impure; if the impurity 
was in water in the ground, it is pure. 


What is the reason of the first tanna for declaring that in all uncer- 
tain cases of floating impurity the person or item remains pure? 
Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avudimi says: In the passage dealing with the 
impurity of creeping animals and the prohibition of eating them 
it is written: “With any swarming thing that swarms” (Leviticus 
11:43), indicating that a carcass of a creeping animal renders items 
impure in any place where it swarms.” And it is written: “All 
swarming things that swarm upon the earth” (Leviticus 11:42), 
indicating that it transmits impurity only if it is on the earth. How 
so? How can one reconcile these two verses? Definite contact 
with it renders one impure; one who has uncertain contact with 
it, e.g., the impurity is floating, remains pure. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, what is the reason for his 
opinion? Ulla said that as it is written: “Nevertheless a fountain 
or a cistern in which there is a gathering of water shall be pure’ 
(Leviticus 11:36), this indicates that a creeping animal found in one 
of these places does not impart impurity. And it is written in the 
same verse: “He who touches their carcass shall be impure until 
evening,” which indicates that it does render one impure. How so? 
If the impurity was floating in water contained in vessels, the item 
it touched is rendered impure, but if the water was in the ground 
itself, e.g., in a spring or pit, the item it touched is pure. 
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The Sages taught (Tosefta, Teharot 3:13): All items that impart 
impurity that are carried by human hand or that are dragged™ 
along are not considered floating impurities, despite the fact that 
they are in motion. Rather, in a case where there is uncertainty 
whether a carried or dragged item affected a person, the individual 
is rendered impure, because the items are considered as though 
they were at rest. And in the case of items that are thrown by 
people, in uncertain cases that pertain to them, the individual 
remains pure." 


This is the halakha, except for an olive-bulk from a corpse," which 
transmits impurity through uncertain contact even ifit was thrown; 
and that which overlies impurity’ when thrown, i.e., an item that 
might have been positioned over a corpse when it was thrown; and 
anything that renders items above it impure like it renders those 
below it impure." To what does this last clause refer? It comes to 
include a zav and a zava," who render items placed above and 
below them impure even without contact. If something thrown or 
floating might have come into contact with a zav or zava, it is 
impure. 


With regard to this halakha ofa floating impurity, Rami bar Hama 
raises a dilemma: If there is a corpse in a vessel" and the vessel 
is floating" on water, and one did not overlie it but might have 
touched it, what is the halakha? Do we go according to the floating 
vessel or do we go according to the corpse, which is resting on a 
solid surface? 


If you say that we go according to the vessel and one is rendered 
ritually impure, the following question arises: Ifa corpse is placed 
on top of the carcass of a creeping animal, which is floating on 
water, what is the halakha? Do we say that since this impurity of a 
creeping animal is an impurity for an evening, i.e., it lasts one day, 
and this impurity imparted by a corpse is an impurity for seven 
days, it is considered as though the impurity imparted by a corpse 
were placed in a vessel, and he is impure? Or, perhaps the fact that 
both a corpse anda creeping animal impart impurity means that it 
is one solid impurity, and because the creeping animal is floating 
he is pure. 


HALAKHA 


All those that are carried or that are dragged - pow bs 
PIRN: All items that are carried or dragged are considered at 
rest, and therefore people or items that have possibly come into 
contact with them are impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 14:3). 


And in the case of items that are thrown by people, in uncer- 
tain cases the individual remains pure - i) 130 ppan: 
If one threw a creeping animal among loaves, or a pure loaf 
among impure ones, and it is uncertain whether the impurity 
touched the pure loaf, they are pure, as the individual did not 
see the pure loaf touching the impurity. In a case of this kind 
of uncertainty, the item is pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 15:6). 


Except for an olive-bulk from a corpse — mat m3 pa yan: If an 
olive-bulk of a corpse in the mouth of a raven possibly overlaid 
a person in a private domain, he is impure due to uncertainty. 
If the uncertain impurity involves a vessel, it is pure, as there is 
a difference in this regard between people and items (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 17:1). 


To include a zav and a zava - 713 span: One who is uncer- 
tain if he touched a floating impurity is pure only if the impu- 
rity is from a creeping animal. Similarly, in a case of uncertain 
impurity involving a thrown item, the halakha that the person is 
pure applies only to a creeping animal, as stated by the baraita. 
The Or Same‘h notes that this opinion is also recorded in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot 
HaTumot 14:3, 15:6). 


An impurity in a vessel and the vessel was afloat - oa meno 
Jy Dor: If a creeping animal was in a vessel that was floating 
on water, or if the creeping animal was placed on a carcass or 
on a corpse, even if the carcass or the flesh of the corpse had 
decomposed, or if the creeping animal was located on semen, 
and the substance the creeping animal was placed on was float- 
ing on water, the creeping animal is considered to be on the 
ground. Consequently, in cases of uncertain contact in a private 
domain, the item that was in contact with the creeping animal 
is rendered impure. It seems that the Rambam had a different 
version of the text of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 14:4). 


NOTES 

That are carried or that are dragged - piyam pow: 
Because these items are tied to the individual, who transfers 
them from one place to another, they are considered placed 
on the ground, despite the fact they are not entirely station- 
ary. Some commentaries maintain that anything dragged or 
carried is considered fixed in place, whether it is in a person's 
hand or not (Commentary on Nazir). Others explain this to 
mean that items that are dragged and carried through water 
do not have the status of floating impurities (Tosafot). 


Whether the impurity, e.g., an olive- bulk ofa corpse, eae 
a pure item, or whether the pure item overlies the impurity, 
both a floating impurity and the item thrown over it contract 
impurity imparted in a tent. This is because the leniency of a 
floating impurity is derived from the halakha of a creeping 
animal, and therefore even those who accept this ruling can 
apply it only to a case similar to that of a creeping animal, 
i.e., impurity through contact, but not impurity imparted in 
a tent (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


That renders items above it impure like it renders those 
below it impure — maha nwan wap: Some commen- 
taries explain that this refers to a heavy stone upon which 
a zav is sitting. This stone transmits impurity to items above 
and below it even without direct contact (Commentary on 
Nazir). According to Tosafot, it refers to the impurity of a zav, 
imparted by him lying, sitting, or moving an item, as a zav 
can impart impurity to an item in these ways even without 
directly touching it. 


A corpse in a vessel — dpa ma: The standard version of 
the text is somewhat problematic, as the mishna explicitly 
states that a floating corpse imparts impurity even in a case 
of uncertainty. The commentaries explain that this refers to 
a situation where it is clear that one had not overlaid the 
corpse, and the uncertainty concerns only the possibility 
of impurity through contact. In this regard, the halakha 
of all impurities, including that imparted by a corpse, is 
derived from the case of a creeping animal, in which a 
floating impurity does not render items impure through 
contact. Some early commentaries read: A creeping animal 
in a vessel (see Rabbeinu Peretz and Meiri). Accordingly, 
this is not connected to the halakha of the mishna, which 
discusses a corpse. 
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HALAKHA 

A creeping animal atop a creeping animal - °33 by yw 
yw: If one creeping animal was positioned atop another 
creeping animal that was floating on water, it is considered 
like a single floating impurity, and therefore one remains 
pure in the case of any uncertain contact. Apparently, the 
Rambam's text of the Gemara differed from the standard 
version, which accounts for his lenient ruling (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 14:4 and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 


A creeping animal atop waters of purification - vaaby yw 
NRY: Ifa creeping animal was positioned atop waters of 
purification that was floating on regular water, it is uncertain 
whether it renders one impure. The Rambam rules leniently, 
as the halakha is lenient in uncertain cases with regard 
to rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 14:4). 
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And if you say that due to their different levels of impurity it is 
considered as though the impurity were placed in a vessel and 
therefore one is definitely impure, one can raise an additional 
dilemma. If a creeping animal is atop an unslaughtered animal 
carcass and the animal carcass is floating, then what is the 
halakha? Do we say that since they are both examples of an impu- 
rity for an evening, it is considered a single solid impurity, or 
perhaps here too they are different, as this one, the carcass, 
renders items impure when it is the amount of an olive-bulk, and 
this one, the creeping animal, does so when it is the amount of 
a lentil-bulk. In that case, the animal carcass and the creeping 
animal should be considered separate items, and it is as though 
the impurity is placed in a vessel, and he is impure. 


If in that case they are considered separate, then one can also 
ask: If a creeping animal is positioned atop another creeping 
animal," what is the halakha? Do we say that these certainly have 
the same measurement with regard to transmitting impurity, and 
that they consequently should be viewed as a single floating items, 
which means he is pure? Or, perhaps, since they are separate 
from each other and are not in fact a single item, they are not 
considered as one unit. 


And if you say that in the case of a creeping animal atop a creep- 
ing animal, since they are separate from each other, it is consid- 
ered as though the impurity were placed in a vessel and is not 
floating, one can raise an additional dilemma. If a creeping animal 
was placed atop an animal carcass that has dissolved," what is 
the halakha? Do we say that since it has dissolved it has become 
like liquid, and therefore it is as though the creeping animal were 
floating on liquid? Or, perhaps this carcass is still considered food, 
rather than a liquid, and the creeping animal is on a solid surface. 


And if you say that a dissolved animal carcasses is considered 
food, one can raise an additional dilemma. If a creeping animal 
was placed on top of semen, which is certainly liquid, what is the 
halakha? Is this creeping animal considered a floating impurity? 
And if you say that once semen is ejaculated from the body it is 
considered like food rather than drink, as it is viscous, one can 
raise an additional dilemma. Ifa creeping animal was placed atop 
waters of purification," i.e., the water into which the ashes of the 
red heifer are mixed, which becomes highly viscous, and the 
waters of purification are floating on water, what is the halakha? 
The Gemara responds: We do not know the answer to any of these 
questions, and therefore the dilemmas shall stand unresolved. 


NOTES 


Atop an animal carcass that has dissolved — may aby by 
mmia: This question concerns the status of the carcass itself: 
Does one go according to its current, liquefied state, in which 
case the creeping animal is on a liquid, or does one follow its 
original solid form? Some commentaries maintain that in this 
dilemma and in the subsequent dilemma pertaining to semen, 
the question is if the dissolved carcass or semen is disregarded, 
thereby causing the creeping animal to be considered as 
though it is directly on the water (Rambam; Rosh). 


Atop waters of purification — nxwn 12 124 by: According to 
most commentaries, the dilemma is whether the presence of 
the ashes in the water means that it is no longer considered 
liquid, or whether it nevertheless retains the status of liquid. 
Some commentaries note that this dilemma specifically refers 
to the waters of purification, not to ordinary water mixed with 
ashes, because waters of purification have the unique charac- 
teristic of rendering a pure person impure (see Numbers 19:7). 
Consequently, one might have thought that it should form one 
solid, impure entity with the creeping animal atop it (Josafot). 
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Rav Hamnuna says: In the case of a nazirite and one performing 
the ritual of the Paschal offering who walked by a grave in the 
depths, i.e., an unknown grave, on their seventh day of their puri- 
fication, i.e., seven days after they were sprinkled with the purifica- 
tion waters after having contracted ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse, they are pure. If the nazirite shaved for his impurity and 
completed his naziriteship in purity or if the one performing the 
ritual of the Paschal offering sacrificed his offering, then when he 
eventually discovers the impurity, it is considered as though he 
were pure all along. What is the reason for this lenient ruling? It is 
because the ritual impurity imparted by a grave in the depths is 
not strong enough to negate their actions, i.e., the nazirite offerings 
or the Paschal offering. 


Rava raised an objection to this ruling from the statement of the 
mishna that if there is one whose impurity imparted by a grave 
in the depths is uncertain and he descended to purify himself 
from the ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, he is impure, as 
a person or item that has the presumptive status of impurity 
remains impure, and one that has the presumptive status of purity 
remains pure. Here too, the nazirite and the one performing the 
ritual of the Paschal offering people had not completed their purifi- 
cation at the time, as the seventh day following their being sprinkled 
had not ended. As their presumptive status is impure, they are 
retroactively rendered impure, even by an impurity of the depths. 


Rav Hamnuna said to Rava: I agree with you with regard to a 
nazirite who descended to purify himself and who is lacking the 
act of shaving." He has yet to shave his head for his impurity and is 
therefore not completely pure. Consequently, he follows his prior 
presumptive status of impurity. 


Rava said to him: I, too, agree with you with regard to one per- 
forming the ritual of the Paschal offering" that he is pure, as he is 

not lacking anything. Since he does not have to perform any action 

on his body before he can bring an offering, one can say that he 

already has a presumptive status of purity on the seventh day. Abaye 

said to him: But he is still lacking sunset,’ i.e., he is not fully pure 

until the sun sets on the seventh day. Rava said to Abaye: The sun 

sets by itself, and therefore this cannot be seen as a deficiency 
involving an action. 


The Gemara comments: And even Abaye accepted Rava’s answer 
and retracted, as can be seen from that which is taught in a baraita. 
By Torah law, a woman who gives birth to a boy is ritually impure 
for seven days, and a woman who gives birth to a girl is impure for 
fourteen days. At that point, the woman immerses in a ritual bath 
and is purified. Any blood that emerges from the woman during her 
days of purity, i.e., for forty days following the birth of a male and 
eighty days following the birth of a female, does not render her 
impure. She cannot bring the offering brought by a woman who has 
given birth or miscarried until she has immersed at the end of these 
days (see Leviticus, chapter 12). The baraita discusses a case where 
a woman who had given birth became pregnant and miscarried 
before she had brought her offering for the first birth. 


The baraita teaches: If a woman miscarried on the day of the fulfill- 
ment of her purity, on the eighty-first day after a female, she must 
bring" a separate offering for the miscarried fetus, as she was obli- 
gated to bring one offering before her miscarriage. If she miscarried 
during the fulfillment, i.e., before the conclusion of the eighty 
days for the birth of a daughter, she does not bring" two offerings 
but only one, just as is the halakha in the case of one who gives birth 
to twins. 


NOTES 


| agree with you with regard to a nazirite who is lacking 
shaving - nnban voma ya To xia: Rav Hamnuna 
points out that this is the case mentioned in the mishna, 
when it refers to a nazirite who descended to immerse 
himself for his impurity (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


|...agree with you with regard to one performing the 
Paschal offering - nba mwiya È xyi: With regard 
to one who contracted impurity imparted by a corpse, 
received the sprinkling on the third and seventh days, 
performed the ritual of the Paschal offering, and then 
later discovered that on the seventh day he was rendered 
impure by an impurity of the depths, he is not obligated 
in the offering of the second Pesah. However, if he was ren- 
dered impure on the sixth day or earlier, he must bring the 
second Pesah. This is because one who has the presump- 
tive status of purity remains pure until proven otherwise, 
while one who has the status of impurity remains impure 
until proven otherwise. The Ra'avad writes that if one was 
rendered impure on the seventh day before the sprinkling, 
he is obligated in the second Pesah, as there was an action 
that had yet to be performed (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:13). 


On the day of the fulfillment she must bring, etc. - Di’ 
“waa nbn: In the case of a woman who gave birth or 
miscarried many times in succession, if these events were 
within the days of purity of each other, she brings only one 
offering for all of them. Accordingly, if she gave birth to a 
female, any miscarriages that occur within eighty days of 
each birth or miscarriage are all considered a single birth. 
If she miscarried from the eighty-first day onward, she 
is obligated to bring a separate offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 1:8). 


During the fulfillment she does not bring - oda Jin 
win xb: Ifa woman who gave birth brought her offering 
during her days of purity, she has not fulfilled her obliga- 
tion (Rambam). Some commentaries are puzzled by this 
ruling, as an impure person is generally allowed to send his 
offerings with one who is pure (Ra'avad). One explanation 
is that the Rambam derives this halakha from the verse: 
“And when the days of her purity are fulfilled” (Leviticus 
12:6), which indicates that she brings the offering only 
upon the completion of her days of purity, but not earlier 
(Kesef Mishne). The wording of the baraita suggests a simi- 
lar conclusion (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 1:5). 


BACKGROUND 
Sunset - wag awa: The concept of sunset is relevant 


for the halakhot of ritual impurity. If an impure person 
immersed himself in a ritual bath, he remains impure with 
regard to the eating of teruma until the sun has set and the 
stars are visible on the evening following his immersion. 
After the stars are visible he may eat teruma. However, 
certain types of ritually impure people who have already 
immersed themselves in a ritual bath are not allowed to 
enter the Temple or to come into contact with sacrificial 
erings until they bring expiatory offerings on the day 
er their immersion. 


[e] 
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HALAKHA 


One who finds a corpse for the first time - ma x¥ia7 
apna: With regard to one who was digging and found 
a corpse buried in the proper manner, he removes it and 
the surrounding earth, i.e., the loose dirt underneath it, 
and up to three fingerbreadths of uncultivated earth. 
Similarly, if he discovers two bodies, he removes both of 
them, and the entire field is assumed to be pure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:3). 


He found three, etc. — 15) awh xn: The Rambam 
States that if three bodies were found in the usual posi- 
ion of burial, and each was separated from the next by 
no fewer than four cubits and no more than eight, one 
must take into account the possibility that he has encoun- 
ered a graveyard, and he must therefore examine twenty 
cubits from the outermost corpse. Some claim that he 
measures twenty cubits from the first grave, as stated in 
ractate Bava Batra 102a (Ra‘avad). Others state that the 
Rambam probably had a different version of that Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:3 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 
Graveyard — nivap nsw: 


Burial cave from Hasmonean era discovered near Modi'in, Israel 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that she should not 
bring an offering for her childbirth, i.e., miscarriage, that occurred 
before the fulfillment of the days of her purity but she should bring 
for her childbirth that occurred after its completion. In other 
words, ifshe had yet another miscarriage, after the days of her purity 
for her initial birth but within the eighty days of purity following her 
first miscarriage, she should bring an extra offering and thereby 
discharge both obligations, of her birth and her final miscarriage. 


Therefore, to counteract this possibility, the verse states: “And when 
the days of her purity are fulfilled...she shall bring” (Leviticus 
12:6). This teaches that it is only if she miscarried on the day of the 
fulfillment itself that she must bring an offering for a miscarriage, 
but if she miscarried before the fulfillment of the days of her purity 
of the earlier miscarriage, even if this occurred more than eighty days 
after the first birth, she does not bring another offering. 


Rav Kahana said in explanation: Here it is different. The reason 
7 why she does not bring an offering for a miscarriage during her days 
of purity is that she lacks the possibility of bringing her offering. 
Since she cannot bring her offering until the end of her term of 
purity, she cannot incur another obligation during this period, no 
matter how many births occur within eighty days of the previous 
one. However, this leads Rav Kahana to ask: There too, if she had a 
miscarriage on the day of the completion of her term, she cannot 
bring her offering either, as she lacks sunset." Why, then, must she 
bring an additional offering? 


Abaye said to Rav Kahana: The sun sets by itself" and is not con- 
sidered a deficiency with regard to her purity. This discussion shows 
that Abaye accepted Rava’s reasoning, as he submitted the same 
argument himself in a different context. 


MI S HN A! One who finds a corpse" for the first time," 


i.e. he discovers a single corpse in a place 
that was not previously established as a cemetery, if the corpse is 
lying in the usual manner of Jewish burial, he removes it" from 
there and also its surrounding earth. It is assumed that this corpse 
was buried there alone. There is no concern that this area is a ceme- 
tery and therefore the corpse may not be moved, nor does one take 
into account the possibility that another corpse may be buried in 
the vicinity. 


Similarly, if he found two corpses, he removes them and their 
surrounding earth. In a case where he found three" corpses, if there 
is a space between this corpse and that corpse of four to eight 
cubits, in a standard design, this is a graveyard."® There is a concern 
that this might be an ancient cemetery. 


NOTES 


There too she lacks sunset - Waw Im XEN 4] ONT: There- 
fore, she should not be obligated to bring an offering even if 
she had a miscarriage on the night of the eighty-first day, as 
she still requires immersion and sunset before she can bring 
her offering in a state of purity on the following day. The early 
commentaries offer different explanations as to why this woman 
is lacking sunset, which applies to one who has immersed in a 
ritual bath. Tosafot explain that the baraita, by not specifying to 
the contrary, includes the case of a woman who did not immerse 
after fourteen days, and is immersing only before she brings her 
offerings. Other commentaries, based upon tractate Hagiga 
(21a), claim that she must immerse before bringing her offer- 
ings in any case, so that she can partake of the offerings (Shita 
Mekubbetzet; Rosh). 


The sun sets by itself - xaw xan xwa: Her forthcoming 
immersion is not cited as a factor that prevents her from sacrific- 
ing the offering, as a ritual bath is always available, and therefore 
this is not considered a bodily deficiency. The novelty is that even 
sunset, which is not dependent upon her, is not a deficiency 
either, as it is a natural event. 


One who finds a corpse - nn x¥ iam: This mishna is not con- 
nected to the subject matter of the chapter, or even that of the 
tractate as a whole. Rather, this mishna and the subsequent one, 
each of which also appears elsewhere, are cited because they 
share the key phrase: As there is a basis for anticipating the matter. 
These diverse topics are linked by this recurring expression (Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). 


He removes it — pix: Although a corpse acquires its place 
by rabbinic decree, i.e., it is not moved from its burial site, it 
is assumed that this corpse was buried here on a temporary 
basis, with the intention of removing it at a later stage. For this 
reason, it may be transferred to a cemetery, and the site of the 
temporary burial may be used afterward without concern for 
impurity. 


Graveyard — ninap NNW: In this scenario it is prohibited to 
remove the bodies, as they were initially buried with the aim of 
leaving them in that place permanently. One must also examine 
the surrounding areas in case the graveyard extends farther, or if 
a similar burial cave is in close vicinity. 
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One must therefore examine from that spot outward for twenty 
cubits." If one finds another corpse at the end of twenty cubits, 
he examines from that spot outward twenty cubits, as there is a 
basis for anticipating the matter. It is likely that he has stumbled 
upon an ancient gravesite. He is not permitted to relocate the 
corpses, despite the fact that if he had found the single corpse by 
itself at first’ he could have removed it and its surrounding earth. 


G E M ARA Rav Yehuda said the following inferences 


from the mishna: The phrase: He found, 
excludes a corpse that already had been found.™" If it was known 
that there was one corpse buried in a certain place, the discovery 
oftwo previously unknown corpses does not raise the concern that 
perhaps it is a forgotten graveyard. Similarly, the term corpse [met] 
excludes a killed [harug] person. Even if there were three corpses 
found, if there are signs that these people were killed, the area is not 
assumed to be a graveyard, as they may have been buried where 
they were found killed. Likewise, the term lying excludes a sitting 
person," as Jews were not generally buried in a seated position. The 
phrase: In the usual manner, excludes one whose head was placed 
between his thighs,’ as that is not the way Jews are buried. 


Ulla bar Hanina taught a baraita (Tosefta, Oholot 16:2): A corpse 
that is lacking™ a part of his body indispensable to life has no 
halakha of surrounding earth, i.e., there is no need to remove the 
nearby earth along with the corpse. Nor does it have the halakha 
ofa graveyard, i.e., it does not join with two other corpses to estab- 
lish this site as a cemetery. The Gemara asks: And with regard to 
all these listed above, i.e., a corpse that was buried in a sitting 
position or with its head between its thighs, what is the reason that 
they are not considered part of a graveyard? The Gemara answers: 
We say that perhaps the deceased was a gentile," as Jews are not 


usually buried in these ways. 


Examine from that spot - 337 pia: Some commentaries 
state that one examines twenty cubits from the last grave (Ram- 
bam). Others maintain that it refers to the first grave, based 
on the Gemara in Bava Batra (102a), which explains that the 
concern is that there may be another burial cave adjacent to 
it (Ra'avad). The interpretation of the Ra’avad fits the Gemara 
in Bava Batra, at least according to the standard version of the 
Gemara there (Kesef Mishne; see Meiri). 


Twenty cubits — max mwy: The commentaries explain, based 
on the Gemara in Bava Batra (102a), that if these caves were six 
by eight cubits, then in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, one must examine the length of two caves, sixteen 
cubits, and the intervening courtyard of six cubits. The amount 
stated here is less than that because it might be a smaller cave 
or children or stillborn babies. 

The Rabbis, however, claim that a cave measures four by 
six cubits, which means that the two caves and the courtyard 
amount to only eighteen cubits. According to their opinion, 
here is a concern that one cave might have been positioned 
at a diagonal from the other, and therefore the extra space for 
he diagonal must be taken into account. The entire area of 
he twenty cubits must be searched, as the second cave might 
be alongside the other, which would mean that the space 
between the grave is less than twenty cubits. 


As there is a basis for anticipating the matter, that if he had 
found the single body by itself at first, etc. - aah Dyw 
nD iNY nyn byy: If one found only a single body i in his 
search of those twenty cubits, it may be moved, in accordance 
with the halakha of an isolated corpse. In the case in the mishna, 
however, since the twenty cubits were examined due to the 
discovery of three graves, there is a basis to anticipate that 


NOTES 


there was an ancient cemetery there. Consequently, further 
examination is required. 


He found, excludes a corpse that had been found — ,xx73 
nsoh bis: Most commentaries maintain that this refers to the 
second halakha of the mishna: If he found three....this is a 
graveyard, and explain that if one body was known to be buried 
there, it is permitted to move all three. The problem with this 
explanation is that it is unclear why the first body itself should 
be moved, as a corpse acquires the place of its burial. Therefore, 
some commentaries add that it was also known that this body 
was interred there only on a temporary basis, which is why 
one may move it (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar; Meiri; see Com- 
mentary on Nazir). 

Others state that the Gemara is referring to the first halakha 
of the mishna: One who finds a corpse must remove it and its 
surrounding earth. It is from this statement that Rav Yehuda 
inferred that one may remove it only if he discovered the body, 
but if its presence was known it is prohibited to remove it 
(Tosafot; Shita Mekubbetzet). An entirely different interpretation 
is that the phrase: Excluding one that had been found, is refer- 
ring to a corpse discovered that was not buried at all lying in a 
field (Rambam). According to this explanation, the exclusion is 
referring to the entire mishna, as one is permitted to remove 
this body without taking its surrounding earth. Additionally, 
three corpses of this kind would not constitute a graveyard. 


A corpse that is lacking — ppw ma: Tosafot inquire into the 
reason for this halakha and conclude that it is apparently a hala- 
kha learned by tradition, for which no justification is provided. 
The Tosefta in tractate Oholot defines the word: Lacking, in this 
context as missing a part whose absence would cause the 
death of a living person. 


HALAKHA 


Examine from that spot, etc. = "13131971 pia: If one finds 
three corpses lying in the usual manner for burial, which 
necessitates the examination of twenty cubits, and he sub- 
sequently finds another body at the end of twenty cubits, he 
must check a further twenty cubits. This is because there is 
a basis to anticipate that this is a graveyard (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:3). 


Excludes a corpse that had been found — nya bis: The 
halakhot of a graveyard and the surrounding earth do not 
apply to corpses found lying in an open field. One merely 
collects all of the bones to bury elsewhere, and the rest 
of the area is pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 9:5). 


Excludes a killed person...excludes a sitting person — 
ayy pvp... pis: If one was digging and discovered 
a corpse of one who was killed, or a corpse buried in a sit- 
ting position or with its head between its thighs, not in the 
manner of Jewish burial, then he need not be concerned 
that this might be a cemetery, even if the body was one of 
three within the proper distance for a gravesite. Instead, he 
removes the bodies and their surrounding earth, and the 
rest of the field remains pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 9:1; 3). 


A corpse that is lacking - ‘enw ma: If a body is missing 
a vital limb, the halakhot of the surrounding earth and a 
graveyard do not apply to it, as stated in the Tosefta in trac- 
tate Oholot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:5). 


Perhaps he was a gentile — x17 13 Kga: The ritual impu- 
rity of graves does not apply to gentiles, as the impurity of 
their corpses is not imparted in a tent. Consequently, one 
who touches their graves remains pure, unless he came 
into contact with or carried the corpse itself. This halakha is 
indicated by the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 9:4 and Kesef Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 


Whose head...between his thighs — »niay pa... In 
he Jewish tradition, it is customary forthe body to be buried 
ace up in the grave. A burial that differed from the custom 
in any manner was considered disgraceful and termed the 
burial of a donkey. In later generations, the custom devel- 
oped for the grave to be pointing in a specific direction 
determined by local custom. By contrast, many graves have 
been found in Eretz Yisrael dating from prehistoric times 
or from the later Canaanite period in which the body was 
buried sitting upright or with the head situated between the 
highs. One can safely assume that a corpse buried in this 
ashion is not the body of a Jew. 
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NOTES 


If one found three...they do not have the halakha of 
surrounding earth - 7DaA ond pyn xy: This hala- 
kha is puzzling, as the baraita is referring to Jewish corpses. 
Why should the halakha of surrounding earth not apply 
to these corpses? Some commentaries cite an alternative 
version of the text, which states: They have surrounding 
earth and they do not have a graveyard. This follows the 
ruling of the Tosefta. 


They said a graveyard only, etc. - ninap MDW a% x 
^3) xdx: Some commentaries explain that there is a tradi- 
tion to this effect (Commentary on Nazir; Tosafot, citing 
Rashbam). Others maintain that if the place was recently 
designed to serve as a cemetery, all the corpses would be 
known, and if it was an ancient cemetery none of them 
would have been known. Since only two of the corpses 
are known or were discovered for the first time, they are 
simply considered two corpses found together, not part of 
a graveyard. As for the other corpses, it is possible that by 
chance they were buried in the same spot where others 
were interred. 


One takes wood chips - prppi nx Spin: One explana- 
tion is that these splinters might be part of a rotted coffin. 
Some commentaries maintain that they might come from 
fragrant pieces of wood that were sometimes placed on 
graves (see Tosafot and Commentary on Nazir). 


Lumps of earth - nippp: The concern is that these lumps 
might have been formed by the earth absorbing blood 
from the corpse (Commentary on Nazir). Alternatively, this 
term is referring to a worn-out piece of clothing or to spices 
placed alongside a corpse (Tosafot). 


And he sets aside the uncertain — nipapn Mes maa: How- 
ever, one must set them aside in a protected place (Com- 
mentary on Nazir) so that others do not contract uncertain 
impurity (Tosafot). Some commentaries maintain that one 
may discard the aforementioned items that certainly did 
not absorb any part of the blood, e.g., wood chips, whereas 
one may leave the uncertain items together with the body 
in the fresh grave (Meiri; see Gra). 


A full ladle of dust - ap 7117 xbn: The commentaries are 
puzzled by this ruling, as it was taught earlier (51a) that the 
halakha of a ladleful of dust applies only to a marble coffin, 
which is clearly not the case here. The Commentary on 
Nazir answers that the prior Gemara is referring to a single 
body buried in a wooden coffin, whereas here the Gemara 
is dealing with the question of whether the dust of one 
corpse can combine with that of another. 

Others claim that this halakha refers to a marble coffin 
that broke, revealing dirt underneath it. In this situation, it 
is uncertain if the dirt is impure, while the remaining dust 
inside the marble coffin is considered a definite ladleful of 
dust from a corpse (Rosh). Yet others contend that there is 
no need to explain this case in such a contrived manner, 
as one can simply say that the Gemara here follows an 
alternative opinion with regard to the halakha of a ladleful 
of dust, one that is not accepted as halakha (Meiri; see Gra). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yeshevav - 23% !37: Rabbi Yeshevav was a third- 
generation tanna and scribe who was a disciple of Rabbi 
Yehoshua and a contemporary of Rabbi Akiva. He was 
exceedingly generous, to the extent that Rabbi Akiva 
criticized him for giving too much of his money to char- 
ity. Rabbi Yeshevav was one of the ten martyrs who were 
killed by the Romans during the bar Kokheva rebellion, 
and according to tradition, in his last message the ninety- 
year-old Sage told his disciples to support each other and 
uphold justice and peace. He was then thrown to the dogs 
and was denied burial (Midrash Eleh Ezkera). 
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The baraita further states: If one found two corpses, with the 
head of this one" by the feet of that one and the head of that 
one by the feet of this one, they do not have the halakha of 
surrounding earth, nor do they have the halakha of a graveyard. 
This is not the way Jews are buried, as corpses in a Jewish ceme- 
tery always face the same direction. If one found three corpses, 
one of which was previously known," while the other two were 
found for the first time now, or if one found two for the first 
time and two that were known, they do not have the halakha of 
surrounding earth, and they also do not have the halakha ofa 
graveyard. One does not view these corpses as connected. 


The baraita relates: An incident occurred involving Rabbi 
Yeshevav,’ who examined and found two known corpses and 
one corpse discovered for the first time, and he wished to deem 
the three corpses a graveyard. Rabbi Akiva said to him: All 
your toil is in vain. They said it is a graveyard only" in a case of 
three known corpses buried in one spot or three corpses found 
for the first time. However, if some were known and others were 
discovered for the first time, one does not combine them. 


§ The mishna taught that he removes them and their surround- 
ing earth. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of 
surrounding earth? Rav Yehuda said: The verse states with 
regard to Jacob’s instruction to Joseph to transfer his remains to 
Eretz Yisrael: “You shall carry me out from Egypt” (Genesis 
47:30), which indicates: Take some earth out from Egypt with 
me, i.e., take the earth that is near the corpse. 


The Gemara further asks: And what is the measure of surround- 
ing earth? Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, explained: One 

takes loose dirt from near the corpse, as it is assumed it has been 

loosened by the blood and moisture from the corpse, and digs 

virgin, uncultivated, ground to a depth of three fingerbreadths, 
in case this earth has absorbed the blood. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this ruling from a different 
baraita: And what is the measure of surrounding earth? Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, explained: One takes wood 
chips" found nearby, which might have been part of the coffin, 
and lumps of earth" that might have absorbed the blood and 
moisture from a corpse. 


And he discards that which is certainly not from the corpse, 
e.g., stones. And he sets aside the items with regard to which 
it is uncertain’ if they have a connection with the corpse. And 
the rest, i.e., anything that is apparently from the corpse, 
combine to reach the amount of the majority of the structure 
of a corpse, or of a quarter-kav of bones, or of a full ladle 
of dust’ from a corpse. The remains of a corpse impart ritual 
impurity in a tent only if they meet one of those three qualifi- 
cations. Anything which is apparently the remains of the corpse 
is considered dust of a corpse with regard to this halakha. In 
any event, it is clear that this baraita presents a different definition 
of surrounding earth. 


HALAKHA 


The head of this one, etc. — 11 mby irs: If bodies were found 
lying one atop the other or in a row, the surrounding earth is 
removed, but one need not be concerned that a graveyard has 
been discovered (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:1). 


If one found three, one of which was known, etc. — X¥/2 
ADIIT TON why: If one discovered two corpses, and one 
more corpse whose presence was previously known, the 
halakha of surrounding earth does apply to them, but the 


halakha of a graveyard does not apply (Rambam). This is in 
accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Akiva that all three corpses 
must have been previously unknown for the halakha of a 
graveyard to go into effect. The Rambam's text of the Gemara 
evidently read: They have surrounding earth (KesefMishne). The 
Rambam further indicates that if all three were known, the 
halakha of a graveyard does not apply, in accordance with the 
Tosefta rather than with the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 9:6). 
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The Gemara answers: With regard to the first statement of Rabbi 
Elazar, it was he who said in accordance with the opinion of that 
tanna, ben Azzai, as it is taught in a baraita: And how much is the 
measure of surrounding earth? Rabbi Yohanan says in the name 
of ben Azzai: One takes loose earth" and digs virgin ground to 
a depth of three fingerbreadths. 


§ The mishna taught that one must examine the ground for up to 
twenty cubits from that spot where a corpse was found. 


Rava said: With regard to one who examined, founda corpse, and 

removed it from its place, and again examined nearby, found 

another corpse, and removed it from its place as well, ifhe exam- 
ined yet again and discovered a third corpse, he does not move 

this third one alongside these two he has already moved, as he 

now knows that this was a graveyard and the corpses were buried 
there intentionally. And he does not return these two alongside 

this one either, as he is not obligated to restore the corpses to their 
prior locations after they have been reburied. 


There are those who say that Rava said: Since permission was 
granted to move the first and second corpses, one may therefore 
move them all, including the third one. The Gemara asks: And let 
us deem them part ofa graveyard. Since three corpses were found 
buried together, there might be others in the vicinity. Reish Lakish 
said: They found a pretext and deemed Eretz Yisrael ritually 
pure. Since at that point there was just one corpse, the Sages were 
lenient and were not concerned about any further impurity. The 
Sages wished to avoid uncertain impurity because people were 
careful to observe the halakhot of ritual purity in Eretz Yisrael, and 
additional cases of uncertain impurity would be complicated to 
observe. 


The Gemara asks another question: If one examined twenty 
cubits from the location of those corpses and did not find" any- 
thing, what is the halakha?’ Rav Menashya bar Yirmeya says that 
Rav says: This is a graveyard.’ Those three corpses compose the 
graveyard and there is no concern for others. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason for this ruling? Why is there no concern that 
there might be many more corpses in the surrounding area? Once 
again Reish Lakish said: They found a pretext and deemed Eretz 
Yisrael ritually pure. Eretz Yisrael is deemed pure in a case of 
uncertainty. 


NOTES 


If one examined...and did not find, what is the halakha - Graveyard — ninap naw: According to most commentaries, 


WINY xO1..p1a: One explanation is that this refers to some- 
one who examined the earth in one direction without finding 
anything, and the question is whether he can assume that his 
search in other directions will produce similar results. Other 
commentaries maintain that the inquiry is whether one must 
dig into the ground until he reaches uncultivated turf or rock 
(Tosafot). Some are unsatisfied with both of these interpreta- 
tions, as there is no logical reason why one should not check 
the other directions just because one search yielded no corpses. 
Similarly, the Rosh notes that it is already taught elsewhere that 
digging up earth is an essential part of the investigation. He 
therefore explains that the question refers to a situation when 
one examined all sides properly and found no other bodies. 
The Gemara is asking whether this is an indication that this 
site was not a cemetery at all, but merely a place where three 
corpses happened to be interred together (see Commentary 
on Nazir and Meiri). 


his is meant as a leniency, i.e one does not have to search 
farther or be concerned that his investigation was inadequate. 
Reish Lakish’s statement with regard to ritual purity in Eretz 
Yisrael is cited in support of this lenient ruling. Some explain 
hat it is assumed that this was the town's gravesite, and there- 
ore there is no concern about locations on the other sides 
(Commentary on Nazir). 

By contrast, the Rosh claims that this is a stringent ruling: 
Despite the failure to find an additional corpse the site is nev- 
ertheless considered a graveyard, from which a corpse may 
not be moved. He also omits the rest of the passage. Yet others 
suggest that this refers to a situation where a single corpse was 
discovered at the end of twenty cubits, and the Gemara’s ruling 
is that this corpse may be relocated, as this is merely a graveyard, 
not a proper cemetery (Birkat Rosh). 


HALAKHA 

One takes loose earth, etc. — ^39) Minn 39% bois: One who 
finds a corpse must take all the loose earth from beneath 
it and dig a further three fingerbreadths into the unculti- 
vated ground. All this dirt is called the surrounding earth of 
a corpse, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
in the name of ben Azzai (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 9:1). 


HALAKHA 
If one examined...and did not find - x¥7 x)...712: lfone 
found three corpses and examined twenty cubits around 
the bodies without finding additional corpses, those twenty 
cubits are pure, despite the fact that the corpses he dis- 
covered formed a graveyard (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 9:3, and see Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there). 
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NOTES 


If so, even once it has been determined, etc. - x 
D1 PWA box 9373: This proves that the verse cited 
by the Gemara does not serve as the source for this 
halakha. The simplest explanation for this halakha 
is that it is based on the principle of a presumptive 
status: As long as one has a particular status, this status 
continues until it is definitively changed. The fact that 
he halakha of this mishna is based upon this prin- 
ciple concerning presumptive status connects it to the 
previous mishna, which also invokes this principle by 
employing the phrase: There is a basis for anticipating 
he matter (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


He said keiha - 77°3 Was: Most commentaries explain 
he word keiha as a verb, i.e., an action performed by 
Rabbi Yehoshua, and have a version of the text that 
omits the word: Said. Various interpretations have 
been offered for the meaning of this term. Early com- 
mentaries read the word as kiha, with the letter kuf, as 
opposed to kaf in the text here, meaning that he was 
persistent in his opinion. Alternatively, following the 
Aramaic root of the word, it means that he gathered 
or collected all the evidence he could muster for his 
ruling (Rabbeinu Azriel, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
Others explain that he could not arrive at a conclusive 
ruling on the matter, and yet others explain that Rabbi 
Yehoshua brought his students together to vote on it 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 

Some accept the standard reading of keiha and 
explain it as an expression of rebuke, i.e., he repri- 
manded his disciples and refused to accept their 
opinion. A very different explanation is that keiha is 
referring to the affliction itself, and it indicates that 
the uncertain leprous sore is pure, in accordance with 
the verse (Leviticus 13:6): “And behold if the plague is 
dim [keiha]...then the priest shall pronounce him 
pure” (see Rosh). 
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Rav said: The verse states: “This is the law of the plague of 
leprosy...to pronounce it pure or to pronounce it impure 
(Leviticus 13:59). Since the verse opened with purity first, this 


The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived? Rav Yehuda said that 


» 


teaches that any case of uncertainty concerning leprous sores is 
deemed pure. The Gemara asks: If so, if the halakha is based on 
this verse, then even once it has been determined" to be a case 
of impurity, uncertainty concerning it should be deemed pure 
as well, as this interpretation of the verse should apply to all cases 
of uncertainty with regard to leprosy. 
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Rather, when this statement, that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, 
was stated, it was stated with regard to the following dispute 
in a mishna concerning an uncertain leprous sore (Nega’im 4:11): 
If the snow-white leprous sore [baheret], which is one sign of 
leprosy, preceded" the white hair, which is another sign, he is 


impure. This halakha is stated in the Torah (see Leviticus 13:3). 
And if the white hair preceded the baheret he is pure, as this 
is not considered a sign of impurity. If there is uncertainty as 
to which came first, he is impure." And Rabbi Yehoshua said: 


Keiha." 
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of keiha? Rav Yehuda 
said: Rabbi Yehoshua pronounced the matter unsolvable and 
ruled it is pure. The Gemara further asks: And perhaps this 
means that he pronounced the matter unsolvable and ruled it 
is impure? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The verse states: “To 


pronounce it pure or to pronounce it impure” (Leviticus 13:59); 
since the verse opened with purity first, any case of uncertainty 
concerning leprous sores is deemed pure. 


Any case of uncertainty with regard to leprous sores is initially 
deemed pure - 71719 mynna mya pap dp: If any uncertain signs of 
leprous sores appear while the afflicted person is pure, he remains 
pure. For example, two people came before a priest; one had a 
possible leprous sore the size of a bean, while the other's sore was 
larger, the size of a sela coin. The priest confined them for a week, 
at which point they each had a sore the size of a sela, and they 
do not remember who began the week with the smaller sore, so 
it is unknown whose affliction has spread. In this case, they are 
both pure due to the uncertainty (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 6:5). 


Once it has been determined to be a case of impurity, uncer- 
tainty concerning it is deemed impure - ipa aya pew 
wav: After one has been rendered impure, his uncertain leprous 
sore is impure, as in the following example: Two people with lep- 
rous sores came before a priest, one with a sore the size of a bean 
and the other with a sore the size of a sela coin. The priest confined 
them for a week, at the end of which he found that both sores had 
spread, and were now larger than a coin, and he declared them 


HALAKHA 


both impure. If they do not remember who began the week with 
the smaller sore, then even if their sores later decreased in size to 
that of a sela, i.e., one of their sores reverted to its initial size, they 
both remain impure until both sores decrease to the size of a bean. 
The fact that they are both impure means that they remain impure 
in uncertain cases (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tzara‘at 6:6). 


If the snow-white leprous sore [baheret] preceded, etc. - OX 
^3) MTP Ma: The presence of white hair is a definitive sign 
of impurity only if its development came after the appearance 
of a baheret. If the white hair was present first, the baheret is not 
considered to be a definitive sign of impurity, and the afflicted 
individual is quarantined for a week (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tzara‘at 2:6). 


If there is uncertainty, he is impure — Xap pp: If there is uncer- 
tainty as to whether the baheret preceded the white hair or vice 
versa, the afflicted individual is impure. The Rambam writes that 
he is inclined to rule that this is merely an uncertain impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 2:9). 
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anticipate the matter. One examines a man who experienced a 
gonorrhea-like discharge [zav]® in seven ways," as long as he has 
not been confirmed as having a gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva. | 


This mishna discusses another case that 
includes the statement: There is a basis to 


With regard to an individual’s second such discharge, before he has 
been established as a greater zav, one examines to see whether there 
may have been a particular trigger of his discharge. One examines 
him with regard to food and with regard to drink, in case the 
discharge might have been the result of overeating or excess drink- 
ing; with regard to a burden, as it might have been caused by the 
weight of a heavy burden; and with regard to jumping, in case 
he jumped and this led to the discharge; and with regard to sick- 
ness; and with regard to an arousing sight; and with regard to the 
thought" of a woman. 
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Once he has been confirmed as having a ziva," after two definite 
discharges of ziva, one no longer examines him in this way, as any 
discharge is deemed impure. If one experiences three discharges of 
ziva, he is obligated to bring an offering following his purification. 


Accordingly, his discharge that was due to circumstances beyond 
his control, i.e., for one of the seven reasons listed above, and his 
discharge about which it is uncertain if it is ziva, and even his 
semen," which is not usually considered the discharge of a zav, 
are all impure. Why is this so? It is because there is a basis for 
anticipating the matter. Once he has the status of a zav, it can be 
assumed that subsequent discharges are of ziva as well. 
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The Sages similarly taught: With regard to one who strikes another" 
with heavy blows, and doctors assessed that he would die as a result 
of the beating, but his health improved from what it was, so that 
they then determined that he would not die from his injuries, and 
afterward his condition worsened and he died, the one who struck 


him is liable to receive court-imposed capital punishment, as it is 
assumed that the victim’s death was caused by the assault. Rabbi 
Nehemya says: He is exempt, because there is a basis for anticipat- 
ing the matter. Since the victim began to recover during his illness, 
it is reasonable to assume that his death was caused by a factor other 


than the assault. 
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The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived, that one examines a zav 


before he has been confirmed as having a ziva, but not after? Rabbi 
Natan says that the verse states: “And the zav who has an issue 


[zav et zovo |, whether it is a man or a woman” (Leviticus 15:33). This 
teaches that after two discharges, corresponding to the words zav 
and zovo, with regard to the third sighting, when one is already a 
zav, the verse juxtaposes the halakha of a male to that of a female: 
Just as it makes no difference in the case of a female whether her 
discharge of menstrual blood was triggered by an external factor, as 
she is ritually impure regardless, once a male zav has the status of 
impurity, one no longer examines him to see if his discharge was 
triggered by an external factor. 


Zav — 3t: The laws relating to the severe ritual impurity of a zav 
appear in Leviticus, chapter 15, and in tractate Zavim. The zav 
becomes ritually impure as a result of the secretion of a white, 
pus-like discharge from his penis. A man who experiences a 
discharge of this kind on one occasion becomes ritually impure 
or one day, like a man who experienced a seminal emission. 
f he experiences a second discharge on the same day or the 
ollowing day, or if he experiences a prolonged initial discharge, 
he contracts the more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts 
seven days. If he experiences a third discharge within the next 
wenty-four hours he is obligated to bring an offering as part of 
his purification process. 

In the laws governing secretions of a zav, the cause and 


BACKGROUND 


frequency of the discharge are halakhically significant. Before 
definitely determining a man as a zav, an effort is made to deter- 
mine if the discharge can be attributed to some other physical 
or mental condition. Although the Sages distinguished between 
semen and discharge of a zav, this distinction is not always obvi- 
ous. For this reason, it is possible that a particular discharge 
might not be that of a zav but an unintentional discharge, whose 
causes are listed in the mishna. A discharge is not considered a 
sign of a zav until it has been established as such by a repeated 
occurrence. 

A zava is a woman who experiences a discharge of blood at a 
time other than her normal menstrual period. The halakhot of a 
zava are similar to those of a zav. 


HALAKHA 

One examines a zav in seven ways - D377 nyawa 
ti ny pptia: One who experienced a discharge due to 
sickness or a similar factor is not impure as a zav, as the 
impurity of a zav must not be triggered by an external 
factor. The Sages said that one examines a zav in seven 
ways: To see whether he overate or he drank too much, 
or he ate or drank a substance that leads to a seminal 
emission; or he carried a heavy load; or he jumped from 
one place to another or had his body jarred in another 
manner; or he was sick; or he saw a woman and lusted 
after her; or he thought about sexual intercourse. If any of 
these happened before his discharge, it is assumed to be 
the cause, and he is not impure (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:2). 


Once he has been confirmed as having a ziva, etc. - 
^D mand ppw: A person experiencing a discharge that 
might be a ziva is examined after the first and second 
times. While he is impure for one day after the first dis- 
charge regardless of the cause, he is examined in order 
to determine whether it should count as the first of a 
potential three discharges. After the second discharge, 
the examination will determine whether he is impure 
for only one day, in the event that it was triggered by 
an external cause, or for seven days, in the event that it 
was not. If one who had been determined to be a zav 
impure for seven days experiences a third discharge, one 
no longer checks to see if it was triggered by an external 
factor, as he has already been declared a zav due to his 
second discharge, and therefore he is liable to bring an 
offering for the third discharge regardless (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:5). 


And his semen - iy% naw): The semen of a zav is a 
primary source of ritual impurity by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:14). 


One who strikes another, etc. — 13) Svan ny maan: If 
one strikes another and doctors assess that the assault 
will result in the victim's death, but the victim's health 
improved before it subsequently deteriorated and he 
died, the one who struck him is liable to receive court- 
imposed capital punishment. The court does not reas- 
sess the case when the victim's health improves, as there 
is a basis to assume that the beating caused his death. 
The Rambam rules in this manner because he had a 
version of the mishna that read: And the Rabbis render 
him liable as there is a basis for anticipating the matter, 
and the halakha is in accordance with the majority opin- 
ion (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 4:5). 


NOTES 


And with regard to thought - waya: The commentar- 
ies explain that the difference between sight and thought 
is that sight refers to arousal precipitated by visual stimu- 
lation, while thought refers to arousal without precipita- 
tion by visual stimulation (Rambam; Rosh). Some explain 

that sight refers to arousal precipitated by actually seeing 

a man and woman engaged in sexual intercourse (Rab- 
beinu Todros). Alternatively, sight refers to becoming 

frightened through seeing something, thereby causing 

the discharge (Commentary on Nazir). 
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NOTES 
For the fourth — mysata: If a zav has another discharge 
after he started counting his seven clean days of purifica- 
tion, one does not examine him, as this is also considered 
ziva. 
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NOTES 


Do not say that it is uncertain whether he saw — xb 
iin PSD 1M: One would not declare him a full-fledged 
zav based on an uncertainty of this kind, and he would not 
be obligated to bring an offering nor to negate the clean 
days he had counted. Rather, the uncertainty concerns 
he nature of his discharge (Commentary on Nazir). It is 
stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that Rava’s explanation is 
he correct one. 


Uncertain whether it was due to, etc. -^3 Nana pap: 
t is indicated in the Jerusalem Talmud that the uncer- 
ainty is whether it is a seminal emission or a ziva. Others 
explain that it refers to one who saw both substances, 
but it is unclear whether he saw the ziva and the seminal 
emission separately, in which case he is impure for seven 
days, or whether they were mixed together, which would 
mean that his impurity lasts only one day (Josafot). Some 
commentaries explain that he saw both of them but is 
unsure which came first. If the seminal emission occurred 
first then the ziva is discounted, whereas if the ziva was 
first he is an impure zav (Rosh). 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a mishna (Zavim 2:2) that 
Rabbi Eliezer says: For the third discharge one still examines 
him; for the fourth” discharge one does not examine him. 
Where does the verse allude to the fourth discharge? The Gemara 
answers: Rather, they disagree with regard to instances of the 
word “et,” i.e., whether or not the word “et” teaches an additional 
halakha, or whether it is written purely for syntactical reasons. 
Rabbi Eliezer expounds instances of the word “et,” and therefore 
he counts the phrase “zav et zovo” as three words referring to 
three discharges. And the Rabbis do not expound instances of 
the word “et,” which means that in their opinion this verse alludes 
to only two discharges. 


§ The mishna taught that his discharge that was due to circum- 
stances beyond his control, and his discharge about which it is 
uncertain if it is ziva, are considered impure. 


Rava said: Do not say that it is uncertain whether he saw" a 
discharge and uncertain whether he did not see one. The uncer- 
tainty is not with regard to whether he experienced a discharge 
at all. Rather, he certainly saw a discharge, but it is uncertain 
whether the discharge was due to," i.e., defined as, an emission 
of semen, and it is uncertain whether the discharge was due to 
the sighting of ziva. In this case, once he has been confirmed as 
being ritually impure as a zav, his uncertain case is also impure. 


§ The mishna taught that his semen is impure. The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what halakha is the mishna stating that the semen 
of a zav is impure? If we say that this is referring to the impurity 
of contact, i.e., this semen renders one who touches it impure, 
there is no need to teach this halakha. Is it any worse than the 
semen of a pure man, which also imparts impurity through 
contact? Rather, the mishna is teaching that the semen of a 
zav renders people impure even by carrying, like the impurity 
of ziva. 


The Gemara asks: Who did you hear that said that the semen 
of a zav renders one impure by carrying? If we say it is this 
tanna, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: The 
semen of a zav" does not render one impure by carrying, and 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: It does render one impure by carrying, 
because it is impossible for his semen to be without droplets 
of ziva; yet this source is no proof, as even Rabbi Yehoshua said 
that this semen imparts impurity by carrying only due to the 
droplets of ziva it contains. However, he did not say that semen 
in its unadulterated form renders people impure. 


Rather, Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The mishna does not mean 
that the semen of a zav itself renders one impure by carrying. 
Rather, it comes to say that one does not attribute the ziva to 
it. Even if the man experienced a discharge within twenty-four 
hours of his ejaculation of semen, one does not say his discharge 
was triggered by a general weakening as a result of his seminal 
emission. Once the man has experienced two discharges ofa zav 
he is an impure zav, and this third discharge is also considered 
ziva. 


HALAKHA 


The semen of a zav - at bw iyt naw: The semen of a zav is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam 
imparts impurity as a primary source of impurity by contact and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 1:14). 
carrying, as it inevitably contains droplets of ziva. The halakha 
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When he was before Rava, Rav Pappa thought to say the following 
explanation for this halakha: Since he sees his discharges out of 
the weakness" brought about from his previous ziva, it can be 
assumed that any later discharge, even one that follows a seminal 
emission, is ziva. Rava said to him: But didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Zavim 2:3): A convert who has just converted" can immediately 
become impure as a zav. Even if he had a seminal emission as 
a gentile, subsequently converted, and then experienced the dis- 
charge of a zav, one does not associate the discharge of a zav with 
the earlier emission of semen. Rather, it is treated as the first dis- 
charge of a zav. In this case there is no prior weakness of a zav to 
speak of, and nevertheless the convert is impure as a zav. Rav Pappa 
said to Rava: There is no greater illness than this." The very accep- 
tance of mitzvot can be considered an illness, as the burden of 
mitzvot is a weighty matter. For this reason, one does not ascribe a 
discharge of a zav to the earlier emission of semen. 


The Gemara comments: Rather, the possibility rejected earlier, that 
the mishna means that semen of a zav imparts impurity by carrying, 
is a dispute between tanna’im," as it is taught in a baraita: The 
semen of a zav renders one impure by carrying like the regular 
discharge of a zav for a twenty-four hour period. In other words, if 
a zav experienced a seminal emission within twenty-four hours of 
a ziva, the seminal emission does not impart impurity only through 
contact in the manner of the semen of a pure individual, but by 
carrying as well. And Rabbi Yosei says that it imparts impurity 
by carrying only on its day, i.e., if the seminal emission was before 
the evening of the day of the ziva. As opposed to Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua cited earlier, these tanna’im both maintain that 
the semen of a zav imparts impurity by carrying like ziva does. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do the first tanna and Rabbi 
Yosei disagree? What is the basis of their dispute? The Gemara 
answers: They disagree with regard to the following issue discussed 
by Shmuel, as Shmuel raises a contradiction: It is written: “If 
there be among you any man who is not pure, by reason of that 
which chances him by night, then shall he go abroad out of the 
camp, he shall not come within the camp” (Deuteronomy 23:11). 
This verse is applied to a zav who experienced a seminal emission. 
And it is written: “When evening comes on, he shall bathe him- 
self in water, and when the sun is down, he may come within the 
camp” (Deuteronomy 23:12). 


The Gemara explains the dispute. The one who says that the semen 
of a zav imparts impurity by carrying for a twenty-four hour period 
after experiencing a ziva infers from the phrase “when evening 
comes on” that the period can involve two evenings, as “comes 
on” indicates another evening. If so, the semen imparts impurity 
by carrying for a full twenty-four hour period. And the other Sage, 
Rabbi Yosei, infers from the expression “by reason of that which 
chances him by night”" that the seminal emission imparts impurity 
by carrying only until that night, i.e., until the end of the day on 
which the man experienced the ziva. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the one who says that this 
halakha is derived from “when evening comes on,’ isn’t it written: 
“By reason of that which chances him by night”? The Gemara 
answers: He could have said to you that this verse affords no proof, 
as it is referring to the usual case and it is the manner of a seminal 
emission to occur at night. Consequently, one cannot derive a 
halakha from this expression. 


A convert who just converted, etc. — 131 Wam3w 13: One 
who experiences a seminal emission cannot become impure 
as a zav for the next twenty-four hours, as any ensuing dis- 
charge is attributed to weakness following his seminal emis- 
sion. However, if a gentile had a seminal emission and then 


HALAKHA 


converted, he can immediately become impure as a zav. If he 
was circumcised before his conversion, one attributes his dis- 
charge to his circumcision, as long as he is still recovering from it 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:3-4 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES ———__—_——_- 
Since he sees out of weakness — 117 17 Kwan syne: The 
early commentaries have several different versions of this 
passage, which are reflected in their interpretations. The 
Meiri cites four possible readings of this text. According 
to some commentaries, Rav Pappa is explaining that the 
reason why the semen of a zav renders one impure is that 
there is a basis to assume that the weakened state of a zav 
is the cause of all his discharges (Commentary on Nazir). 
Others maintain that Rav Pappa is referring to the halakha 
that the discharge of a zav that follows a seminal emission 
is considered the result of an external factor. His reasoning 
is that the body is weak after a seminal emission, and this 
causes the discharge of a zav (Tosafot). 


There is no greater illness than this - bins bin Ñ px 
mwa: The convert's incorporation into the Jewish people 
and his acceptance of the burden of mitzvot that accom- 
panies it is as great a transformation and psychological 
upheaval as any illness, and can be powerful enough to 
have a physical effect. In keeping with the standard version 
of the text, some commentaries maintain that this is Rav 
Pappa's response to Rava's question: It is the conversion 
itself that causes his weakness, not the seminal emission, 
and therefore it is assumed that the discharge was that of 
a zav (Commentary on Nazir). Others read: But why? There 
is no greater illness than this. According to this version, 
this statement is a continuation of Rava's difficulty against 
the opinion of Rav Pappa: If weakness is accepted as a 
causative factor, nothing causes greater weakness than 
this change of identity, and one should therefore consider 
the discharge to be the result of illness (Tosafot; Rosh). 


Rather it is a dispute between tanna‘im — »x3n Kby 
xt: The term: Rather, indicates a retraction from the 
previous explanation. Some commentaries maintain that 
the Gemara here reverts to its initial assumption that the 
semen of a zav imparts impurity by carrying. Although 
their opinion contradicts that of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua, the tanna‘im in the subsequent baraita maintain 
that this semen imparts impurity through carrying by Torah 
law (Commentary on Nazir). Others contend that this is part 
of Rava's statement, i.e., Rava is claiming that the reason 
one does not attribute the discharge of this zav to his earlier 
seminal emission is not due to weakness but is derived 
from a verse from which various details of these halakhot 
are learned (Josafot; Rosh). However, these commentaries 
also agree that, according to this opinion, the mishna is 
referring to the halakha that the semen of a zav renders 
items impure by carrying, which is not in accordance with 
Rav Adda bar Ahava's explanation. 


Infers from, when evening comes on - 3 niay pra: 

The Commentary on Nazir explains that the term “comes 
on" in and of itself signifies the end of the day (see Jeremiah 
6:4). By adding the term “evening,” the verse must be speak- 
ing both of the end of the day and of the evening, which 
together compose a twenty-four-hour period. 


And the other infers from, by reason of that which 
chances him by night - n> mpn prt ypxy: Rabbi 
Yosei learns from here that this impurity extends only until 
nightfall (Commentary on Nazir). The Gemara does not 
address the question of how Rabbi Yosei interprets “when 
evening comes on” Some commentaries state that he 
expounds this phrase as referring to the related halakha of 
a seminal emission that occurs before a ziva. This emission 
is considered to be the cause for any ziva that occurs in 
the next twenty-four hours (Josafot). Alternatively, just as 
the first tanna maintains that the phrase “which chances 
him by night" is referring to the usual case, so too, Rabbi 
Yosei contends that the phrase “when evening comes on” 
is merely ordinary speech, from which nothing can be 
inferred (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Zavim 2:3). 
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HALAKHA 

Samuel was a nazirite - bene mit ma: The prophet 
Samuel was a permanent nazirite. Consequently, if one 
says: | am hereby like Samuel the Ramathite, or: | am hereby 
like the son of Hannah, or: Like the son of Elkanah, or: Like 
the one who killed Agag in Gilgal, all of which refer to 
Samuel, he is a permanent nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 3:16). 


LANGUAGE 


Razor [mora] - min: From the Septuagint onward, most 
biblical commentaries interpret mora as referring to iron 
or a razor. However, Targum Yonatan translates mora in a 
similar manner as marut, meaning authority or control. 
Some commentaries interpret mora as though it were writ- 
ten with the letter alef at the end, meaning fear or awe. 


PERSONALITIES 
Hiyya bar Rav - 3153 x»: Hiyya bar Rav was a second- 
generation Babylonian amora. Although Rav had additional 
descendants, only Hiyya followed in his footsteps and 
became one of the prominent Sages of his generation. 

It is known that during Rav's lifetime as well as after his 
death, his students looked after Hiyya. Even Rav’s close 
friend, Shmuel, treated Hiyya fondly, due to his relation- 
ship with his father. Rav loved his son dearly and took 
great pleasure in his son's wisdom, even when the lat- 
ter was a child. Since Hiyya suffered from ill health, Rav 
gave him medical advice at various times. Hiyya’s son, Rav 
Shimi bar Hiyya, was one of the great amora’im of the 
next generation. 


Perek IX 
Daf66 Amudb 


HALAKHA 
Seize the opportunity and recite a blessing — 131 qivn: 
It is appropriate to make an effort to be designated to 
receive the cup of blessing in order to lead the zimmun 
before the Grace after Meals, in accordance with Rav Huna’s 
advice to his son (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 201:4). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabba bar Rav Huna - x37 37 53 731: Rabba bar Rav 
Huna, a third-generation Babylonia amora, was old 
enough to learn Torah from Rav, in whose name he 
transmitted several halakhot. Rabba bar Rav Huna was 
a preeminent disciple of his father, Rav Huna, and there 
are several instances in the Talmud where Rav Huna gives 
practical halakhic guidance to his son. A judge in the city 
of Sura after the death of his father, Rabba bar Rav Huna 
was a disciple-colleague of Rav Hisda and a colleague of 
Rava and Rav Nahman. 


NOTES 


The one who answers amen is greater — pa% miyabi: 
Some commentaries explain that one who answers amen 
listens carefully to the entire blessing, and therefore he 
sometimes pays greater attention than the one who actu- 
ally recites the blessing (Meiri). Alternatively, the reason he 
is considered greater is because he completes the bless- 
ing (Shita Mekubbetzet). Yet others suggest that one who 
answers amen fulfills two mitzvot, as according to the 
halakha one who listens is considered to have pronounced 
the blessing itself; consequently, he has recited a blessing 
and added amen as well (Birkat Rosh). 
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Military assistants [gulyarim] - myn: Possibly from Greek or 
from the Latin galearius, meaning a soldier's servant. Its imagery 
is based on the strategy of ancient armies, which would first 
dispatch light regiments to harass the enemy and then deploy 
heavy battalions comprised of legions of mighty warriors who 
would determine the outcome of the battle. In the Roman army, 
the first line of soldiers, referred to as the Histati, were generally 
the weaker soldiers who were not as well equipped as the rest 
of the legion. The army would allow this line to be penetrated, 
after which the stronger soldiers would attack. 


Reenactment of the first line of Roman soldiers on the attack 


MI S H N A The tractate concludes with an aggadic state- 


ment about nazirites. Samuel the prophet 
was a nazirite," in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Nehorai, as it was stated that when Hannah, his mother, prayed 
for a son, she vowed: “And no mora shall come upon his head” 
(1 Samuel 1:11). How is it derived that mora is an expression of 
naziriteship? It is stated with regard to Samson: “And no razor 
[mora]! shall come upon his head, for the child shall be a nazirite 
to God” (Judges 13: s), and it is stated: “And no mora,’ with regard 
to Samuel. Just as the term “mora” that is stated with regard to 
Samson means that he was a nazirite, so too the term “mora” that 
is stated with regard to Samuel indicates that he was a nazirite. 


Rabbi Yosei said: But doesn’t the word “mora” mean nothing 
other than the fear of flesh and blood? The word should be read 
as though it were written with an alef, and not a heh, so that it 
means fear. Rabbi Nehorai said to him: But isn’t it already stated: 
“And Samuel said: How can I go; if Saul hears it he will kill me’ 
(1 Samuel 16:2). This verse indicates that there was fear of flesh and 
blood upon Samuel. Consequently, the term mora must be under- 
stood in accordance with its plain meaning of a razor. If so, Samuel 
was indeed a nazirite. 


GEMARA Rav said to his son Hiyya:? 


> 


Seize the opportunity and quickly recite a blessing" over the cup 
of blessing for the Grace after Meals. And similarly, Rav Huna said 
to his son, Rabba:’ Seize the opportunity and recite a blessing. 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that one who recites a blessing is 

preferable to one who answers amen? Butisn’t it taught in a baraita 

that Rabbi Yosei says: The one who answers amen is greater’ than 

the one who recites the blessing? And Rabbi Nehorai said to him: 
By Heavens, it is so. Know that this is true, as the military assis- 
tants [gulyarim]: descend to the battlefield and initiate the war 
and the mighty follow them and prevail. The amen that follows 

a blessing is compared to the mighty who join the war after the 

assistants, illustrating that answering amen is more significant than 

reciting the initial blessing. 


LANGUAGE 
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The Gemara responds: This is a dispute between tanna’im, 
as it is taught in a baraita: Both the one who recites a bless- 
ing and the one who answers amen" are included among 
those who “stand up and bless” (Nehemiah 9:5), but one 
hurries to first reward the one who recites the blessing. This 
baraita apparently holds that reciting the blessing is greater 
than answering amen. 


Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Hanina said: Torah scholars 
increase peace in the world, as it is stated: “And all your 
children [banayikh] shall be taught of the Lord, and great 
shall be the peace of your children” (Isaiah 54:13). The Sages 
interpreted this verse homiletically: Do not read it as: “Your 
children [banayikh],” but as: Your builders [bonayikh]. Torah 
scholars are those who build peace for their generation. 


HALAKHA 

Both the one who recites a blessing and the one who 
answers amen - ja Miya INK) paa IM: Whoever 
answers amen to the recitation of a blessing is considered 
to have said the blessing himself. Some authorities (Magen 
Avraham) state that although the one who answers amen 
does as important an act as the one who recites the blessing 
and receives an equal reward, nevertheless, the one who 
recites the blessing is rewarded first (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 1:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 201:4). 
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In this chapter, the Gemara concluded that gentiles cannot undertake a vow of 
naziriteship, although it is permitted for them to sacrifice some of the offerings asso- 
ciated with it. Canaanite slaves are categorized as Jews with respect to naziriteship 
obligations. However, their masters can prevent them from observing this vow in 
practice, in which case the Canaanite slave must wait until he is emancipated before 
he can fulfill it. A married woman can accept naziriteship upon herself, but under 
certain circumstances her husband can nullify the vow and thereby absolve her from 
any obligation to fulfill it. 


A case can arise where a nazirite discovers his impurity only after the completion of 
his term. If the impurity in this situation was imparted by a grave in the depths, i.e., if 
the grave was unknown to anyone, the nazirite’s term is not negated. However, if the 
impurity could have been known, whether or not one can determine it was known in 
practice, his term is negated, and he must restart his naziriteship once he is purified. 
The leniency of the halakha of impurity imparted by a grave in the depths applies 
both to a nazirite, in that his term is not negated, and to an individual on his way to 
bring a Paschal offering, in that he need not bring an offering on the second Pesah. 


This topic led to discussion in the Gemara about other cases involving uncertain 
impurity. With regard to impurity imparted by a corpse, the chapter addressed the 
issue of how to relocate a grave that has been discovered, including the size of the 
radius that must be examined outward from the grave to ascertain if there are other 
graves nearby. 


On a separate note, if an individual has not yet been determined to be a leper or a 
zav, the halakha is generally lenient in a situation where he might have been ren- 
dered impure. However, once one is definitely a leper or a zav, cases of uncertainty 
are treated stringently. In light of this ruling, the chapter examines a case where an 
individual beat another and the victim was diagnosed as fatally injured. If the victim 
improves but subsequently deteriorates and dies, one attributes his death to the 
beating and not to another factor. 


The chapter and the tractate as a whole end with aggadic statements praising a nazirite 
and a discussion as to whether the great prophet Samuel was a nazirite. 


Summary of 
Perek IX 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 


Derashot Mahari Mintz Homilies of Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 


Rabbi Eliyahu of Vilna, the Vilna Gaon 


Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev Soloveitchik 


\Gecacnornaeatn Comments of Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 
ahari Abuhav 
ahari Bassan 
ahari Beirav 
ahari ben Lev 
ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 
ahari Kurkus 
ahari Mintz 
ahari Weil 
aharih 

aharik 
aharikash 
aharil 

aharit 

aharit Algazi 
aharsha 


aharshal 


albim 


etziv 

Nimmukei HaGrib 
Piskei HaRid 
Piskei Riaz 

Ra’ah 

Ra'anah 

Ra'avad 

Ra'avan 


Ra'avya 


Radak 


Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 
Rabbi Moshe Halawa 
Rabbi Meir of Lublin 


Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 

Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 

Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 
Rabbi Yosef Colon 

Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 
Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 
Rabbi Shlomo Luria 


Rabbi Mei 


r Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 


Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 


Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 


Rabbi Avraham ben David 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 


Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Rabbi David Kimhi 


Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 


Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 


Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
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Radbaz Rabbi David ben Zimra 


Ralbag Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 
Ramah Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rambam Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Ramban Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Ran Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rashash Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 
Rashba Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 


Rashbam Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 


Rashbatz Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rashi Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 
Razah Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi 
Re'em Horowitz Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 
Rema Rabbi Moshe Isserles 
Ri HaLavan Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 
Ri Haver Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 
Ri Migash Rabbi Yosef Migash 
Riaf Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 
Riaz Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 


R 


d 


Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Ridvaz Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 
Rif Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rim Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Ritva Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Riva Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 
Rivam Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 


Rivan Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 


Rivash Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 


Rosh Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 


Shakh Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
Shas The Six Orders of the Mishna 
Sheelat Ya‘avetz Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 
Shela Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 


Siddur Rashi 


Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sma Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Smag Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Smak Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 
Talmid HaRa‘ah A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
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Responsa of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Tosefot HaRosh Tosefot of Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 


Tosefot Rid ae of Rabbi ahaa di Trani the Elder 
eo LeNefesh Hayya by Rabbi Yehezkel Landau 
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228...His phlegm and his spittle — ipa ima 
1...Diverse kinds in a vineyard — D137 nba 
223...Karet — mp 


225...Log — xb 

162. ..Tendrils -pab 

15... To spread — Toy 

For the majority of the structure or — i3 aha ima ab 
227...the majority of the number 


n 
227...Liquid -byin 
266...Due to old age — mp manna 
234...Waters of Tiberias — x10 "1 
1...His handfuls [melo hofnav] — may xm 
134...Pinching — apn 
187... Tweezers [malket] — vp 
1...Meal-offering — nmaa 
52... The omer meal-offering — miyy nna 
53...Meal-offering of a sota — vip nna 
98... The West - Kawa 
150...Animal tithe — maa Ww 
165...Second tithe — yw wy 
168... Thick soup [mikpa] — napa 
218...Of many garments — PRI Aaa 
1...An initial version of the mishna — miw mwa 
217...A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] — my2 ma 
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